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P R O C E E D I N G S  
- 

I 
2 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Good mornin ladies a d  
3 ent~emcn, and ye lwmc to this hqr ing  of lf; Defsnse Base 
4 klosure and Realinnmen1 Commission. Mv name 1s Alan J. 

- 
June 14,1995 

1 PPPC 4 

5 Dixon, and I am ch;-n ofthe Commissiiqn .%hich is char cd 
6 with fccommcndm to the P m i d m l  w h l d  domestic d i l a r y  
1 installations should~clmc o r  be realigned. 
8 With us today are m fellow commissioners, Al 
9 Cornella, Rebecca Cox, J.&. Dayis. S. Lee K 1 4 ,  Benjamin 
lo Monto a, Joe Roblles, and Wendl Steele. 
I I J e  a n  in the final weeks of our aasigtmcnt. Final 
12 deliberations will tlegin June 22 h e n  in this room. In the 
13 1s weeks since we received Secrelarv Perrv's list of 146 

1 

I4 propsad closures trnd repli nments,.the ~&nrnks i& has 
115 eo"dgtcd 12 investigative f a r i n g s  in Washington -- I3 
16 including today. 
17 We have also taken some 85 hours of testimony at 16 
I8 regional hurin s held aU around the country including Guam 
19 and ~laska. Xt hose hearings, we beard pora ta t ions  fmm 
20 communities from 35 states plus Guam and Puerto Rico. 
21 Y e s t d a y  and the t i n  before, we heard testimony from more 
22 than 200 members D?cOng- wh- slates and districts are 
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I affected by the list. 
2 In addition to conducting 29 hearings, the 
3 wmmissioners have ramon (hem made almost 200 visits to somc 
4 75 bases on the ~10:iure lid, and Commission staff has made 
5 another 75 base visits to gather additional information. 
6 As everyone I I ~  this room robably knows, on May 10, 
7 the Commjssion voted P add 3Eb- tp the list for 
8 considemt~on for closure or h e h e r  rcalrgnnyxt. In !he 
9 months since then, we have vlslted all !hose installat~ons 
10 and conducted reglonal heanngs at whtch the affected 
I I communities were heard. 
12 Today, we have asked Department of Defense 
13 officials to come here, in art, to slate their positions 
14 regarding the b- we adged to the Sccretar *s list. 
Ir However, we will te  glad to hear from the department 
16 regarding any base on the list, and we will ask some 
17 uestions ourselves about some of the installations on the 
18 &arch 1 list based on what we have learned at our base visits 
19 and re ional hearin) s. 
20 be will hear /mm the three military deprtments in 
21 three separate panels and then conclude wrth a panel of 
22 witnesses from the Office of the Secretary of Defense. We 
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will bcgin with thc Army from now until 10:OO a.m. Wc will 
hear from the Air Force from 10: 15 to 11:45 a.m. and then 
hreak for lunch unttl l:00 p.m. 

From 1:00 to 2:30, we will hear from the Navy and 
then from 2:30 to 3:30, we will hear from the representahves 
of the Secrdary of Defense and the Dcfens.c Logistics Agency. 
We are fortunate to have wlth us a drst~ngurshed roup of 
witncms from the Office of the Secretary of the I r r n  

Secretary of ttre Army To o D. West Jr., will k 
with us today. We also have &ief of staff of the Army 
General Gordon R. Sullivan- the Honorable Mike Walker, 
Assistant Secrelary ITor lnsta~lations, Lo istics and 
Environment; Brigadier General J a m  lhane. Director of 
Management in the Office of the Chief of Staff; and Mr or 
General John D' Araujo, Jr., Director Army National Zuard. 

As always, I nlust remind you that the Base Closure 
Law r uires me to swear in witnesses before they :yes111 
heforexe  Commis~~on.  If the Army rrpresentattves W I ~  
please stand and raise their right hands. I will now 
adminisler the oath. 

Witnesses sworn & HAIRMAN Dl d ON: General Sullivan. I understand 

I 
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Page 19 1 I dollars we are given to keep the Army trained and ready. 

As the S ~ r e t a r  pointed out, r.adiness. force 
structure, qual~ty of h e  for our rold~ers ,  and, o f  course, 

((modernimt~on. Since 1989, we have lost about 40 cents on 
5 evcry dollar that we had programmed to keep this organization 
6 trained and rcady and murlrmizerl. Missions have gone u 300 
7 percent,. S o  t h ~ s  has bcu, a yery ch?llenging period for us. 
a And t h ~ s  BRAC subrn~sslon IS very rmpprtnnt !o us. 

I don't see much value In alternative options, 
10 although as the Secretar pointed out there are some minor 7 I I adjustrn.ents which shou d be made. but frankly. some o f  the 
12  altematlves would cost the Arm more and save us less. A ~ L  
13 in this kind of  an environment, l u n * t  afford that. 

I would reinforce what Secretary West said about 
I!, Oakland Army Terminal. Oakland Army Terminal is im 
16 for us on the west  coast. 11 p r o v i h  us a port faciKY;' 
17 project power into the Pacific. T o b y h v n a  is the nu&r one 
18 depot in terms of m l ~ t a r  value. It 1s lmportilnt to the 
I P  United Stntcs Army. an& want to reinforce that. 

Now, I yealize.that there are very difficult and 
2 1  important dects~ons rnvolvtng maintenance depots. What we  
22 arc trylng to d o  is rely on a s ~ n g l e  ground combat vehicle 
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SECRETARY WALKER: Thank you, Mr. Cha~nnnn.  
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. Secretary, it's good to see 

SECRETARY WALKER: Thank you. Good lo ace you. I : Mr. Chairman, I hare nothing to add. I join Gcnenl Sullivan 
1 6 in endorsing Secretary West's remarks. And 1 want to join 
I 7 them, also, tn thanking you for your service to  the nation. 
I 8 You've laken on A trcmendousjol~. and we thank you for doing 

9 that. Thank ou. 
I 10 C H A I ~ M A N  DIXON: I thank you Secretary Walker. 
I I Bngad~er  General James,E. Shane fr., drrector of 
12 management, Office of  the Chlef o f  staff. General Shwe,  dc 
13 you have an thin to sa at this time? 
14 GENE$*' tHAN2: Mr. Chairman, I have one thing to 
15 say. I would like on behalf of my staff to tell you our 
16 staff has accepted the challenge.. They have put it &rough 
17 rigorous chan u. And we a pmiate that, work~n with them. 
18 And we thin!! the end pro8uct w ~ l l  be the best f o r  our  
19 country. And it has been a pleasure serving the country in 
20 this ca acit and the Army. 
21 &AliMdP! DIXON: Thank you "cry much,, gc~erancnl. And 
22 if you are all w ~ l l ~ n g .  we  wlll now begin a questlonlng . 
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I depot. And I think we can d o  what we have to d o  with one 
2 depot. We go  from three to one. 
J Closing Red River and realigning b t e r k e m y  to 
4 Tobyhrnna and Annislon, as wc recommended. account for about 
5 a thlrd of the savings that we're counting on. S o  that is an 
b ~mportant adjustment for us. 
7 If we had to d o  some of the alternatives, frnnkly. 

i l  w o ~ ~ l J  kw me from rcalirinl; -- keep us. the Department of 
9 the Army, from realizing annual savings, which are  very 

10 signitjcant and very important. And, as the Secretary 
I 1 w ~ n t d  out, shihin rmssile work from Letterkemy tn 

5nns lvan~a  to ~ i i  Air Force Base is going to cost a 
nriLrable amount of money, at least -- at least -- three YIIIH kes more than our  recommendation. And, f d y ,  I u n ' t  

15 afford 11. 
116 We have made some tough choices here, and w e  are, 
n in fact, takin what I fcrl is .us!itied .risk. @d w e  have 

118 to m n a  *e r i a  duri lg  pe.ods l ~ k e  thls. Lostn 40 cents on  
,19 every d h a r  and seem your missions go  up 3&l percent is 
i?o pretty significant. An8 this submission is very important to 
:?I US. 

i" Let me just close by saying, number one, I 
i 
; 
I 
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I p o d ,  with the distinguished commissioner to my left, 
2 omrmss~oner Steele. 
3 MADAME COMM~SSIONER !;TEELE: Good morning. nlhm~ 
4 you for @dressing.so many of these issues up front. As you 
5 can imagtne, we sttll have a p ~ l e :  of questrons for you. But 
6 1 a prec~ate you at least gettlng out some of  the answers 
7 ri&t at the beginnin here. 
8 And also, [ha& you and tl?e service in general for 
9 your help along our journeys. I ve visited many o f  your 

to lnstallat~ons, and everybody truly has gone out of  their way 
I I to address our many questions and to be extremely helpful. 
12 SO thank you for that. 
I3 Let s just start with Red River, one depot. In 
1-4 our opening statement. Mr. Slcreutry.,you mcnlioned that you 
I5 feel the Army is retaining core wartlme requirements. 
16 However, in your forecasts, there will be a 46 
17 shonfall lo wartime requirement:; if you d o  all Kzo'rk in 
18 Annnton. 
19 Our staff says that would require Anniston to 
20 operate two e~ght-hour s h ~ f i s  seven days a week to support 
21 those requirements. 
22 I would like you to address both how you feel you 

I 
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I appreciate what it is that you a11 have been through. As the 
? Secretary sard, we  apprec~ate the fact that you have traveled 
3 around and looked at us. I think you will see merit in our  
4 submission to you. And since this is  the last BRAC, ns least 

i 5 as t'ar as I can see, I really ask for your support in our 
1 6 s~ihmissian. 
1 7 The objix! of the exercise wits to save money, get a / a eood retum on Investment. I think what you have 1s a good 
I 9 6us1ness rogrnm here, a ~ooc! business ap roach to !he 

future.' ?here is some n s k  in 11, but I t h ~ d t h e  nsk  N 
. I  n~anagurble, and I think it's acceptable. 

7 . - And 11's a risk which I believe is prudent that we  
: 3  musl take to keep the United Sla~cs  my trained and ready so 
14 that we can d o  what it is ou ask us to do, fight and win 
i s  Lour wars w d  serve the d n i t d  States of  America, which w e  
i 6  ave clone roudly for 220 years, and I have every reason to 
17 expect rue1[ do for as long as there a a Republls. R a n k s .  
I $  CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank ou for that ve cxcellent 
1, presentntion. General Sullivan. d are i n d e b t 3 0  you. 
?i) We're delighted to have Robert Wnlker, the 
21 Assistant Secretary of  the Army for Installations, Logistics, - 'Environment. 
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I can meet that and accept that risk and also just the fac! 
2 that there could be a natural dlsaster o r  a man-made d~saster  
3 and how the Army or the Dcpartmcn~ rally could afford to put 
4 all its e gs in one basket in this cnse,,even if it is -- 
s what d 1 3 o u  say, a third of your savmgs? I'm very 
6 concern about that. 
7 SECRETARY WEST: Con~rn~ssioner  Steele, you pi is  
8 what is always for us a tough point, and that 1s the quest~on 
9 of  when we  decide to reduce, perhaps even to eliminate, whs 

to m y  be dupl~cative o r  maybe even tnplicative capabilities, 
I I whaher we arc: reducing to the point ,where we leave ourselves 
12 open and vulnerable to surge requ~rements that w e  can't d o  
13 with what we have left. 
14 And I think that's what we have tried to address. 
t r  Red River, Armiston, Letterkenny, all with a ground vehicle 
16 maintenance ca acity, leave us w ~ t h  more than we  need to do 
I7 right now. the question is, how when we  shift around 
I8 these activities we aq ensure bpth that we are as low as we 
19 need to be to be effic~ent but st111 as  robust as we  need to 
20 be to meet the surge. 
2 1  The first answer incidentally., about this is we 
22 simply can't afford to beep going on as we do. h e  simply 



Base Realignment & Closure 
7 Paee 2 

I cannot fund these. W e  believe that we  can meet the surg'e 
2 uirement as needed. Those a n  the reasons we d o  these 
3 N BRA analyses, the reason we  make these mdrtary value 
4 assessments. 
5 If you need a specific answer to  the sug estion 
6 that in order lo m&t a sur e, we  would have f? y o r k  - as 
7 you said, I'm goln to d e k r  to General Shane 10 ust a 
r second. But I n e a f t o  assure YOU that w e  don't d e  thcse 
9 decisrons to go  down from, sa three that a re  doin 

1 0  rela!ively srmlar.funct~ons, a lkough different k i n d  of  
I I v e h d e s ,  to one Irghtly. 
12 D o  you want to add anything to that, General 
I3 Sullivan? 
14 GENERAL SULLIVAN: Just in general, I think the 
IS Secretary has made the int. We can surge at Anniston or up 
I6 in Pennsylvania. w e E v e  capability to  surge there, if 
1 7  necessary, natural disaster o r  oin to  war and two MRCs. 
18 And therr alignment tank b c i f t y  afso could d o  some. 
19 I think ~ t ' s  an acce table nsk, W e  don't have the 
20 dollars tp keep it o n. h a t p a  an ~nsurance policy that I 
21 don't t h ~ n k  we  nso pay. 
22 MADAME COMMISSIONER STEELE: I'm glad to hur  both 
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I S o  I won't deny that it.wouldn't + harmful to have 
2 that capabilrty that you rnentroned, but ~f you ask the 
3 professional jud enrent of my staff officers who have worked 
4 the COBRA anafysis, who have work& the back process, the 
5 answer is, no, we don't need that. 
6 MADAME COMMISSIONER STEELE: I'm N= wc hrvc 
7 done this md I wol~ ld  like to know if you have, the costs 
8 and benefits of  saving additional outdoqr storage for that 
9 which ou cao't dernrl versus keeprng Srerra and gettrng rid 

l o  of it. have  ou adcldreJud h a t  a1 the Army? 
I I SECRJTARY UrEST: I think wc have addrcssul thc cosr 
12 implications. If you want more numbcrs from us. I'm surc wc 
13 can provide them for you. But m scnsc is that havin lookd 
14 at it, we  have concll~ded -- andlet*s  don't misunjerstand rt. 
15  W e  will come t o  you for permission to retain only the bare 
16 mrnrmum. 
1 7  And what you're saying is, wouldn't we  really 
18 rather keep more? Yes. I think w e  have addressed the cost 
19 implications. I don ' t  have the number answers right here for 
20 you, but we  can provide them to you. 
2 1 MADAME COMMISSIONER STEELE: If we could do Ihal. 
22 only because I runember during that visit. the COBRA was off 

1 

bivenilied Reporii~lg Services, lee. 
I J 
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I MADAME COMMISSIONER STEELE: All righ!. Sicrra,'~ 
2 demil capahilrty is 22 percent of all o f  the ammunrtron demrl 
3 capability and 43 percent of the o n demil capability. I 
4 also undersurwl that there's a pengng 10-year permit for 
5 doing all that open detonatron in Cal~fornra. 
6 Given the increasing volume of  ammunition that will 
7 n e d  to he demilled, if we're already changing the 
8 rccommcndation on Sierra, would it not make scnsc to keep the 
9 installation open to allow the De artment the flexibilrty to 

1 0  use those o n pits, which I mi& add, I thorou hly enjoyed 
I I with your gksLsou.f there blowing up  things in a1/ 14 o f  them 
12 the da 1 was vrsttrn 
13 {ECRETARY &EST: I don't think we nsod them. Our 
I4 problem with laces like Sierra is that w e  can make an 
15 ar ument for I!e-eping almost everything we have on our list. 
I6 d haven't offered up almost anythrng as to which there IS a 
17 universal opinion it should go. We arc making hard decisions 
18 here, commissioner. 
19 And I would say to ou ,  yes, it prohably wouldn't 
20 hurt. B u t  the fact is, we  dbn'r n s a l  them. And what we  d o  
21 need IS the savlngs we  can get from these closures to fund 
22 the things we absolutely d o  need. 
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I of you are at a level of cornfort. 1 must admit, I'm not 
2 there yet. I'll let my colleagues follow up on that, because 
3 I've been to some installations that they haven't, so I would 
4 like to dig into some of their -- 
5 GENERAL SULLIVAN: Well, I'm sure there are other 
6 views on  it. We're taking a risk, and I understand that. 
7 And my name is on the lrne on it. And I don't say it 
8 li htl . This is swom.testimony. And I just told you that 
9 I &in{ w e  can take a nsk. 

10 MADAME COMMISSIONER STEELE: Thank you, geneml. A 
I I lighter subject, Sierra Arm Depot. It's the only 
1 2  installation at which STAR.$ Treaty mandated destruction of  
I3 rocket motors may be carned out. You did address Sierra in 
14 the sense of  changing our recommendation to allow for 
I5 storage. But how would the Department meet those treat 
I6 obligations i f  the reali nment wrth that change is acceptd? 
17 GENERAL S H ~ N E :  k t  me refer to my s t a f f ~ u s l  for 
I8 one second on that issue. My staff has informed me number 
19 one, which I knew, was the treaty had not been ratified. But 
20 more importantly. there are other locations at which that 
21 work can be done if w e  netded to d o  it. S o  there is a 
22 spillover capability, Commissioner Steele. 
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I lasl. And our friends, Senalor Thurmond and Nunn,  spaking 
2 for, I think, the two most powerful positions in erther party 
3 in the United States Senate. $ve the Senate an opportunity 
4 to increase the authoirizd an appro riated amounts, and the 
5 Senate rcjected it 6 0  to 40. 1 thrnk t!e message is pretty 
6 clear. It rsn't there. And that's why we're here. 
7 commissioner Rohles. 
8 COMMlSSlONER ROBLES: Thank you, Mr. Chairn~an. I'm 
9 goin to follow up on the depot question, because it is 

1 0  clesrfy the most pervasive issue we*re dealing with in this 
I I particular round. in rn personal judgement. 
1 2  And just to set t k  record s t r a r ~ h t ,  we*re not 
I3 challenging your asrr:rtions. All we  re telling ou is. 
I4 there's rnconsistenc between the services, andYwcvrr trying 
15 to figure out what I&: right level is. 
I6 S o  havjng said that as a backdrop -- and I 
17 understand nsks, General Sullrvan. I work in m civilian 
I8 joh in the risk business. I'm in the business of fiYnrncirl 
I9 'risk and operational risk also. And I the risk 
20 assessmenk. And so  1'1/ ask the uestron in thrs way. 
2 1  As you know. we  have put (ktterkenny down as a 
22 possible closure. Just assume that Letterkenny was clossd. 
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I by half on the amount of personnel that would need to stay. 
2 S o  the savings had already dramatroll decreased. And we 
3 were talking about a ve limited n u m L r  of  personnel to be 
4 able to retarn that o abxit for the Department. 
5 ZE.CRETA~Y YEALKER: . C?mmissioner, if 1 mvl< add,. 
6 our o n  rnal savrn s was 29 mll ton.  Our current savrngs IS 
7 28 m i l e n  annual&. S o  we  have revised them, and that's the 
8 latest estimate that w e  have. 
9 MADAME COMMISSIONER STEELE: Thank you. 

10 Mr. Chairman I defer the rest of my time. 
I I CHAIRMAN ~ I X O N :  I thankjhe distinguished 
12 commrssroner for her ltne o f  questron~ng. 1 would want to 
I3 observe before I recognize the next commissioner that I think 
I4 we're ail here with a complete understanding of  why we're 
15 here. We would all like to have more. 
16 1 was charrman of Readmess rn the Senate Armed 
n Scrviccs Committsr. and you know my rwurd whrn I war in l h r ~  
I8 place. And they have reduced the a propriations and 
19 authorized amqunts 4 0  percent; in t e  force level, 30 
20 percent. And rf w e  tlid ever thin on this list, we  would 
2 1  reduce your excess capacrt r )  f 
22 And they did the bu&e:koKE:keek before 
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those three de ts with no P" to do a natura disaster 
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I as the Chief Staff of the Army has pointed out, we just had 
2 almost 50 percent excess capaeit , two depots' worth. 
3 +d, as you tackle that ~ i n i  you present these 
4 scenanos -- and you resented one as a natural disaster. So 
5 now, you've got ia s iL t ion  which impacts on the national 

I 6 securit of this country. 
7 3b natural1 y. Department of Defense is oin to 
8 rally tp that and the Marine Corpr and ~ l ~ ~ $ c i ~ t i c n .  And 
9 our pnvate sector would rally to 11. And I think the 
10 resource is out there to accormnodate that unpredictable risk 
I I that you se to us. 
12 coRPh(lssIoNER RoBLEs: Good. I just warn to 
13 sure we're on the record here, because this will give us the 
I4 baseline for other service discu~ssions about this particular 
15  issue, which is, very candidly, not uniform across the 
16 services. 
17 GENERAL SULLIVAN: You know that in tbe last big 
18 war, we did a lot of that maintenance in Ja an. We did a lot 
19 of maintenance of some of those vehicles, t a c k  vehicles in 
20 Japan, as you know. 
21 SECRETARY WALKER: Commissioner, may 1 just add, at 
22 the early stage of development of the proposal, we were 
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t COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Yes. You had a tomdo. a 
1 hurricane. You had an explosion. a firs. That is not 
3 unheard of. Tinker had a fire not too long a 0. And if that 
r did i t  to one of your d y a b  and you h ~ d  no tackup -- let's 
5 u y  L c t t e r k e ~  was gone -- do you still feel as comfortable 
6 as YOU said b d r e  on our risk? 
7 SECRETARY ~ E S T :  well, 1 hesitate to answer too 
x uickly here commissioner, because quite frankly, one of the 
Y ?lrst things that occurs to me is. there arejust some nsks 
10 that we can keep on tryin$ to guard against. and we will just 
I run out of mone to guar agatnst them. 

You're rigit that there s less risk that there will 
three explosions to take out three ground depots than that 

r e  is one h a t  will take out o n e  But it s t  me that 
15 trying to do that particular analysis, the "what if.' m y  not 
16 really help us in what we're tryln to provide for you. 
17 I understand your point is tht il will help in 
18 what you're trying to do, and I'll see what.my colleagues say 
19 about that. But for me, at the outset, the nsk that by 
20 eoing from three at this point clearly redundant ground 
21 aepots to one, essentrally, will leave us somehow unable to 
22 do what we need to do In an emergency is one that my 
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I professional officers tell me they are pre ared to undergo. 
2 Havin said that, let me now turn Po them. 
3 CENE%AL SULLIVAN: Commissioner Robles, I think 
r 11's a manageable risk. You've got LIMA -- I've got LIMA 
5 where 1 could turn. I could turn to the civilian sector to 
b Jo some of it.. ],believe the United Slates Marine Corps has 
7 s ~ m e  ca abil~ty ~n that arm. 
I 0l)all ot the mblems we have got in the 
Y rustalnment of the force -- the sustainment of the force, now 
10 - -  this is probably the one that's the most manageable. And 
1 1  1 th~nk that the msurance b1l1 to kee depots whtch are -- 
I *  or  ths hill, not the insurance hill. R a t ' s  your bu,sina 
13 not mine. The bill to keep depok which are st ptficantiy 
14 under c?prcity m loo h~gh .  given the amount o dollars, to 
1 5  the chalrmin s point. 
16 You know, we have got an organization to hold 
17 together here. And that's where I am. I think Jimmy has got 
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I asking the same k i d s  of uutions that ou arc uking. %e 
2 went to our wa! fighters. %e went to t& deputy Chief of 
3 Staff for operations. 
4 And we said, "What is your view on this?", And his 
5 view - the people who have ult~mate r e s s b ! l ~ t y  for 
6 providin Apny equipment for the war ht said 11 was an 
7 acceptabfe nsk. And that was the basis of  our 
n recommendation. 
9 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Okay.. I just want to makc 
10 sure we're all on the same sheet of musm as we go through 

tou h issue with the rest of the services. 
l 1  12 lhiS ve'z S CRE % ARY WEST: I wo1.11d l i e  to add oncmore word. 
13164~1662Y And I h o w  you want to move on. I t h~nk  frwkly, 
I4 analysis tells us that the Department of Defense is b i d i n g  
IS depot money. We are just spendink: money on capacity that we 
16 simp1 do not need now. 
17 If we have to make our contribution from the 
18 Department of the Arm ipt of view, it is clear what it is 
19 wc need to retain. is, ~ r rhaps .  the most important 
20 thing to us, the way m which we: have retained the ones -- 
21 Tobyhanna to do its mission, consolidating our ground vehicle 
22 nlaintenance at one depot. 
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I We know what we need, arrd that is the key thin 
2 But we simply cannot continue to keep open capacity &at we 
3 are npt presently usin . And yes, wc do have to do  
4 thlnking about what ck we do in a cnsis. And we thmk we 
5 have done that. 
6 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Okay. I would l i e  to switch 
7 to an equally noncontroversial sub'ect. It has to d o  with 
8 the movement of the chemical facdity from Fort McClellan a 
9 Fort-Leonard Wood. I was at Anniston 1ast.Fqiday and got n 
10 bnatlng from the McCIellan folks. And their issues are two, 
1 I and I would just l ~ k e  you to addrt:ss those two Issues. 
12 Issue number one, they're concerned about !he 
I3 permits. U n d e + n d i o  that the State of Missouri said 
I4 they-re going to Issue lfje pemuts 9 J  !here are all the 
IS perrmts hey  need and that eve thing IS good to go, but 
I6 !here is some uwcern.that m a y z  all the permits were not 
17 lssued and they were issued too hastily and not a proper 

18 wrne -- 
19 GENERAL SHANE: Well, l jusl wanted -: Mr. 
20 Chairman, General Shane -- to add to $at. We d ~ d  iopk at 
21 that. We thorou phly understand the nslc assoc~ated with - 

s. But nevenke~ess, as we lmk  at thc: excess capacity, 

hat our 

* - 
18 analysis was done. 
19 In some cases, they whited-out the permit from 
20 three or four years ago w d  inserted them. And there's going 
21 to bq. a legal challenge. And the environmental groups are 
22 startlng to get up m a m .  et ceterii. So that was one 
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I of  you are  at a level of comfort. I must admit. I'm not 
2 there yet. 1'11 let my collizigues follow u p  on  that, because 
3 I've been to some installalions that they haven't, so I would 
4 like to dig inlo some of  their -- 
5 GENERAL SULLI.VAN: .Well, I'm sure there a r t  other 
6 views on  rl. We're takrng a nsk, and I understand that. 
7 And my narpe.is on  the line on it. And I don't say it  
8 I t  htl . Thrs 1s sworn testtmony. And 1 just told you that 
9 I k i n g  w e  can take a risk. 

10 MADAME COhIMISSIONER STEELE: Thank you, gcnenl. A 
I I lighter subject, Sierra Arni Depot. It's the only 
12 installation at which S T A ~ ~  Treaty mandated destn+ion of 
13 rockel motors may. be carrred out. You-did address Srerra in 
14 the sense of chanelne our recommendat~on to allow for 
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20 mofe importantly, there are othei locations at which that 
21 work can be done if we  needed to d o  it. So there is  a 
22 spillover capability, Commissioner S t e l e .  
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I cannot fund these. W e  believe that w e  can meet the surge 
2 uirement as needed. Those are the reasons we  d o  these 
3  BRA analyses. the r-n we  make these military value 
4 rrssessments. 
5 If you need a specilic answer to  the suggestion 
6 that in order to meet a sur  e, we would have to work - as S 7 you said, I'm goln to de  e r  to General Shane rn ust a 
t second. But I n e a f  to assure you that w e  don't d e  these 
9 deci!ions tq go down fforn, sa three that are  doin 

10 rela!rvely srmlar~hurct~ons.  al&ough different k i n d  of 
I I veh~cles, to one 11 htly. 
12 Do you wan f to add anything to that, General 
13 Sullivan? 
14 GENERAL SULLIVAN: Just in  general, I think the 
I5 Sccrchry has made the int. We can surge at Annislon or up 
I6 in Pennsylvania. w e r a v e  capability to  surge there, if 
17 necessary, natural disaster o r  oin to  war and two MRCs. 
I8  AD^ thew alignment tank fac iky  afso could d o  some. 
19 I think it's an acce table risk. W e  don't have the 
20 do l lus  l o  keep it o n. %~at'g an insurance policy that I 
21 don't think we n s t o  pay. 
22 MADAME COMMISSIONER STEELE: I'm glad to hear both 

uf 
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I5 storage. But h o g w 6 u l d  the Department meet those treat 
I6 obligations if the real1 nmenl w ~ t h  that change is  acceptei!? 
17 GENERAL SHINE: Lct me r e f y  to  my staff just for 
18 one second on that Issue. My staff has Informed me number 
19 one. which I knew, was the treaty had not been ratided. But 

-- - 
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I So I won't deny that it.wouldn't harmful to have 
2 that capability that you mentloned, but tf you ask the 
3 professional jud ennent of my staff officers who have worked 
4 the COBRA anafysis, who have worked the back process. the 
5 answer is, no, we  dlon't need that. 
6 MADAME COh$MISSIONER STEELE: I'm nc4 sun: we have 
7 done this and 1 would like to  know if you have, the costs 
8 and benefits of  saving additional outdoor storage for that 
9 which ou can't de~mil versus keeping Sierra and getting rid 

10 of  it. k a v e  ou a d ~ ~ r e w d  that at the Army? 
I I SECRdTARY WEST: I think wc have addrcsscd tllc cost 
I2 implications. If you !want more numbcra from us. I'm surc we 
13 can provide them for you. But rn scnsc is that havin lookcd 
I4 at it, ye have concluded - anc(lFt's don't xpisunferstand it. 
IS W e  w ~ l l  w m e  to yolu for p e m s s t o n  to retam only the bare 
16 minimum. 
17 And what you're saying is, wouldn't w e  really 
I8 rather keep more? Yes, I think w e  have a d d r e  the cost 
19 implications. I don't have the number answers nght here for 
20 you, hut w e  can provide them to you. 
2 1 MADAME COIVIMISSIONER STEELE: If we could do Bat, 
22 only because I rcmerr~ber during that visit. the COBRA was off 
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I by half on the amount of personnel that would need to stay. 
2 S o  the savings had ailready dramaticall decreased. And we 
3 were talking about ve limited num&r of  personnel to be 
4 able to retarn that ui ab l i t  for the Department. 
5 SECRETARY 8ALKZR: C ~ m m i s s i w .  if l couW add. 
6 our ori inal savin s was 29 milllon. Our current savlngs is 
7 28 mil!&n annual& S o  w e  have revised them, and that's the 
8 latest estimate that w e  have. 
9 MADAME COMMISSIONER STEELE: Thank vou. 

10 Mr. Chairman 1 defer the rest of  my time. 
t I CHAIRMAN ~ I X O N :  I thvk . the  distinguished 
12 commtssloner for her line of  questlonlng. 1 would want to 
13 ohserve before I reclognize the next commissioner that I think 
14 we're all here with rr complete understanding of  why we're 
15 here. We would all like to  have more. 
16 I was chairman of Readiness in the Senate Armed 
17 Scrvices Committee, and you know my record whcn I was in that 
18 place. And they have reduced the a propriations and 
19 authorized amounts 40 percent;.in I& force.level, 30 
20 percent. And if w e  did eve than on this Ilst, we  would 
21 reduce your excess capacit rb 2 f  
22 And they did the budrge~reso~f;"o"n"heek before 
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MADAME COMMISSIONER STEE1.E: All right. Sicrrn's 

demil capability is 22 percent of  all o f  the ammunrtion demil 
capability and 43 percent of the o n demil capabilit . I r 4 also understand that there's a p e n r n g  10-year permi for 

5 doing all that open detonat~on in California. 
6 Given the increasing volume of  ammunition that will 
7 need to be demilled, ~f we're already changlng the 
8 recommendation on Sierra, would it not make sense to keep the 
9 installation open to allow tihe De artment the flexibility to 

lo use those o n pits. which I mi&t add, I thorou hly enjoyed 
I I with your Gks.?u.t there blowing up  things in afi 14 o f  them 
12 the da I was v ~ s ~ t r n  
I3 Y E c R m m Y  &EST: I don't think we need then. Our 
14 problem with laces like Sierra is that we  can make an 
t r  ar ument for feepinping almost everything we  have on our list. 
I6 \$c haven't offered up almost anything as  to which there is a 
17 universal opinion it should go. We arc mnking hard decisions 
I8 here, commissioner. 
19 And I would say toyou.  yes, i t  probably wouldn't 
20 hurt. But the fact is, w e  on't need them. And what we  d o  
21  need is the savings w e  can get from these closures to fund 
22 the things we absolutely d o  need. 

~ -~ - 
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I Inst. And our fricndr, Scnator Tl~urlrlond and Nunn, s p ~ k i n g  
2 for. I think, the two most powerful positions in e ~ t h e r  party 
3 in the United States Senate, y e  the Senate an opportunity 
4 10 increaw the a u t h o r i d  an appro riated amounts, md the 
5 Senate rejected it 60 to 40. 1 thlnk t\e message is pretty 
6 clear. It Isn't there. And that's why we're here. 
7 Commisstoner Robles. 
R COMMISSIONER. ROBLES: Thank you. Mr. Chairnlan. I'I!~ 
9 goin to follow up on the depot question, because i t  is 

to clrarfy the most pervasive issue we're dealing with in this 
11  particular round, in III personal judgement. 
12 A"d just to set t i F  rezord straight, we're not 
I3 challenging your assert~ons. All we  re telling ou is. 
I 4  there's ~nconsistenc between the services, andYuc're trying 
15 to figure out what !be right level is. 
16 S o  having satd that as a backdrop -- and I 
17 understand risks, General Sull~van. I work in nl civilian 
18 i!)b in the risk b u s ~ n e ~ s .  I'm in B e  business of  Jnancial 
19 r ~ s k  and operational r ~ s k  also. And I d o  L e  risk 
20 asse..smenls. And so 1'11 ask the uestion in this way. 
21 As you know, u e  have put (ktterkenny down as a 
22 possible closure. Just assume that Letterkenny was closed. 



your future readiness? 
SECRETARY WEST: Do you rnean an ex losion that took g out one of our depots? Is that what you mean. 
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20 Japan. as you know. 
21 SECRETARY WALKER: Comrnissioncr. may I iust add. at 
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so now, you arc down to one groun! d c r t ,  one air depot. and 
one communications and electronrc epot. And I just have to 
SBY that, in the civilian world. you ?on t put all your 

4 computing wer or  all your capacity power at one location. 
5 You t to FPod what they call a contingent offset. 
6 Xnd I h o w  there are some analogs, but in the 
7 round combat vehicle world..there are not m y  analo #S in 
8 $e civil!m world. There are In the,c?mmunicat~pn a n k  
9 elmtron~c world, there are In the avlatlon and maytenance 

10 world, but they're not allowed !n the combat vehicle world. 
I I And so I worry about natural drsaslers, explosions. other 
12 things that could occur. 
I3 And I understand you lost 40 cents on the dollar. 
14 I know that as well as anybody, wtl that you think the risk 
15 i s  acce table. But I'm not sure that we think the risk is 
16 accepln!~e. SO hare you r o ~ ~ y  run sorne scenarios what would 
17 ha pen if you were down to 'ust those three de ts with no 
1 8  ot&r depot as a backup and bad to do a naturafiiiaster 
19 cxcursion or an cx~losion cxcursion and what that would do to 

22 the early stage of developmenl of the propo&l, we b e r e  
. 
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I as the Chief Staff of the Army has pointed out we just had 
2 almost 50 percent excess capctcrt two depotst worth. 
3 And, as you t r k l e  that anYjou present these 
4 scenanos -- and you.pre+entetl one as a natural disaster. So  
s now, you've got a srtuatron whrch rmpacts on the natronal 
6 stxurit of this country. 
7 10 naturally, De artmeot of Defense is oiq to 
8 rally lo that and the A n n e  Corps and ~ ~ ~ ~ $ a e , f ? t i e s .  And 
9 our priva!e sector would rally to 11. And 1 think the 

10 resource 1s out there to accorr~modate that unpredictable risk 
I I that you se to us. 
12 CORP~~ISSIONER ROBLES: Good. I jut want to matc 
13 sure we're on the record here, because this will give us the 
14 baseline for other service discussions about this particular 
15 issue, which IS, very candidly, not uniform across the 
16 servrces. 
17 GENERAL SULLIVAbI: You know that in the last big 
I8 war, we did a lot of that maintenance in Ja an. We did a lot 
19 of maintenance of some of those vehicles. [ack vehicles in 
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I profrssioqal officers tell me they are pre ared to undergo. 
2 Havrn sard that, let me now turn them. 
3 G E N E L L  SULLIVAN: Commissioner Robla. I think 
r 11's a mana eable risk. You've got LIMA -- I've got LIMA 
u here I co$d turn. I could turn to the crvilian sector to 

6 Jo some of it: I believe the United States Marine Corps htu: 
7 some ca abilrt in that area. 
8 o r a l l  o t t h e  roblerns we have got in the 
9 sustainment of the force - the sustaisinrnent of the force, now 

10 - this is probably the one that's the most manageable. And 
I t  I think that the insurance bill to kee depots whrch are -- 
12 or the hill, not the insurnnce hill. &at's your business 
13 not mine. The bill to kwp depots which are si fnificantiy 

114 under ciipacity is ( m  high. given the amount o dollars, to 
115 the cha~rrnan s pornt. 
1 l 6  You know, we have got an organitation to, hold 
117 together here. And that's where I am. I th~nk J~rnrny has go1 
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I COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Yn.  You had a tomdo, a 
2 hurricane. You had an ex losion, a fire. That is not 
3 vchprd  of. Tinker had a %re not t m  long a o. And if that 
r d d  11 to one of your depots and you h*d no &ckup - Id's 
5 say k t t e r k e ~  was gone -- do you st111 feel as comfortable 
6 as you said b e i r e  on our risk? 
I SECRETAR~ ~ E S T :  Well, I hcpitate to answer t m  
8 uickly here comrmssroner, because quite f d y ,  one of the 
9 8rst  things that occurs to me is, there ace just some risks 

to h a t  we can keep on tryrn to guard agarnst, and we will just 
w n  out of mone to guar% aparnt  them. 

t that there s less risk that there will 
take out three grqund depots than that 

.take out one, But it strike me that 
15 trylng to do that partrcular analysis, Ihe "what ~ f , "  may not 
16 r a l l y  help us ~n what we're tryin to provrde for you. 
17 I understand your pornt e t a t  rt wlll help m 
18 ushal you're trying to do, and I'll see whnt my colleagues say 
19 ahour that. But for me, at the outset, the risk that by 
20 rorng trorn three at this porn! clearly redundant ground 
2 1  &pots to one, essentially, will leave US somehow unable to 
22 do what we need to do  rn m emergency is one that my 

; I X  some -- 
i 19 GENERAL SHANE: Well, I just wnnled -- Mr. 
/?o Charrrnan, General Shane -- to add to that. We did l ~ k  at 
171 that. We thorou phly understand the nsk assocrated w ~ t h  

.r. ~ u t  nevmke~sss,  as we look at the excess capacity, 
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I asking the same kinds of uestions that ou are askins. %e 
2 went to our war fighters. %e went to t i e  deputy Chlef of 
3 Staff for opentiqnr. 
4 And we said, 'What is your view on thjs?'. And his 
5 view.- the people who have ulhmate r e s r b ! l ~ t y  for 
6 provrdin Army equipment for the w y  ht said 11 was an 
7 acceptabke risk. And that was the basrs of  our 
8 recommendatron. 
9 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Okay. I just want to make 

10 sure we're all on the same sheet of music as we go through 
tou h issue with the rest of the services. 1: "" '1 S CRE % ARY WEST: I would like to add one more word. 

13164xt662Y And I know you want to move on. I think frnnkly, 
14 analysis tells us that the Department of Defense is bleeding 
IS  depot money. We am just spending money on capacity that we 
I6 simp1 do not need now. 
17 i f  we have to make our contribution from the 
18 Department of the Arm int of view, it is clear what it is 
19 we need to retain. An2tllr"l is, perhaps, +e most important 
20 thing to us, the way in which we have retamed the ones -- 
21 Tobyhanna to do its mission, cansc~lidnting our ground ~chicle 
22 maintenance at one depot. 
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I We know what we n@, and that is the key @in 
2 B U ~  we slmp~y m o t  contmue to keep o n opacity L t  we 
3 are not presently usin . And yes, we d o r a v e  to do  some 
4 thinking about what Iko we do in a crisis. And we think we 
5 have done that. 
6 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Okay. I would likc lo switch 
7 to an equally noncontrove~ial sub'ect. It has to do  with 
8 the movement of the chemcal facdrty from Fort h4cClell.o t~ 
9 Fort Leonard Wood. I was at Amiston last Friday and got a 

10 briefing from the McClellan folks. And their issues are two, 
I I and I would just like you to address those two issues. 
12 Issue number one, they're 1:oncerned about the 
13 rmits. Unders9din that the State of Missouri said 
I 4  Keytre golng to rssue tfe p e m a i  and there are all the 
1 5  m t s  they need and that eve thing is good to go, but 
16 E r e  is some concern.that may% a11 the permits were not 
17 rssued and they were rssued too hastily and not a proper . - 
18 analysis was done. 
19 In some cases, they whited-out the permit from 
20 three or four years ago nnd insertld them. And there's going 
21 to be a legal challenge. And the envrronrnental groups are 
22 starting to get up in arms, et cetera. So that wns one 

hat our 
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I oncfirst,  second-class citnzenshi . 1 think that there is 
2 no one more rateful, first of a l e  to the comrnunlt~es that 
3 have housed &e A m y  over trme, certainly to the community 
4 that has housed these schtmls. Our soldiers have been 
5 treated well, and !hey have been made to feel good there. 
6 And es, it IS always more comfortable to remain in 
7 the place &ere you were ass~gned and where you have over 
8 time built up your stature both on the post -- and I think 
9 your question referred more to on the post -- but also in the 

10 community. 
I I Even so in our Arm , particularly when we're 
12 talking about branches of tbe s e r v i c e  o r l h e  schools, it is 
13 the commanders themselves of those institutions, the cadre, 
14 who whcn they move to thcir new location will determine what 
15 their status is on their new post. 1 hold them as 
16 accountable for whether o r  not they're secondclass citizens 
17 in their new location as I d o  anybody else. 
18 But even so, of course, the answer you would expect 
19 from me is that w e  will make sure that at the new location, 
20 they have the status, they have. the -- and I think the other 
21 thin they're concerned about 1s access to support that they 
22 wanf. I would say that that's not a real worry on our part. 
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I but I understand why you raised it. 
2 The  other two are more recent issues. Let me take 
3 the first o f  those two, which is permits generally, whether 
4 we're etting thern and whether we're goln to get what we 
5 n d .  6 u r  rccomncndation to the Sccrctary ofBeTcnsc -- and 
6 it was one that the Chief of S e f f  and I specifically placed 
7 our emphasis on as rt worked 11s way I I ~  to  us  -- was that we  
a would not move -- there will be no moving unless we  get the 
9 permits w e  need to operate in the new location. 

10 That was the basis on which we  recommended that the 
I I Secretary send the list to you. And I thlnk that IS the wa 
I2 that recommendation come.. to you. That plod e on thc part o r  
13 !he Chief of Staff and on the,Secretary pf t i e  Army remains 
14 In effect. Our recommendation to ou IS that we  not move, 
I5 that w e  don't move unless we get t i e  permits. 
16 But the second part of that is, from all I 
17 understand from those who I trust and the Chief trusts to 
18 follow this information for us, we now have those permits, 
19 every one of them, and to the extent w e  need them to d o  our 
20 job. 
21 Is  that ri ht? 
22 G E N E R ~ L  SULLIVAN: Yes, it is. And let me 

Page 37 
I issue. 
2 The  second issue is that !here will be a 
3 degradation of the smoke trarnlng mlsslon, mobile spoke 
r specificall because the mts they have don't let you d o  
s use fo  o i r io  d o  some o f i e  smoke training that's required. 
6 Ld tbe third i s v e  and rob*bly thq one that got 
7 m attentton the most IS that tgere IS a W l e f  by the 
8 d i l i a r y  Police Corps and the Chemical Corps that they're 
9 oing to bccomc second-class citizens when they move to Fort 

10 L n a r d  Wood, that they have s f i  20 yeaem building up  the 
I I lnfrastmcture m d  getting the facllttres ulred to have a 
12 ualily MP force, which are always the?rst to deploy. as 
I3 31 of us know, and the Chemical C o r y  that sort of  bounced 
I4 around for several y o n  looking Tor a homc - and now, we'rc 
I5 p i n g  to move LM to Fon Lmnard Wood, and h c y  will bccomc 
I6 second-class citizens and take a step down and that mission 
17 will be subsumed. 
18 Those are the three issues, as candidly and as 
19 clear1 as I understand them. S o  would you please address 
20 them?' 
2 1 SECRETARY WEST: I+ me start here,  since I was so 
22 directly ~nvolved ~n those d e c ~ s ~ o n s .  Let's take the last 
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I And moving the chemical school and the M P  schcwl to 
2 Fort Leonard W d l ,  in my view will not be detrimental to 
3 that in the long-term readiness of  the United States Army. 
4 And we will work - and I know Gcncral Rcimcr will; I'm surc 
5 I'm speakin for him -- to ensure that that just doesn't 
6 hap n. BU! it's im~portnnt for me-to hear. It's feedback. 
7 ~ n E b v i o u s l ~ .  1'11 lake a I m k  at it. 

COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My 
9 time has ex i d .  
10 C H A ~ R M A N  DIXON: Commissioner Montoya. 
I I COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Ld me slay on thc same 
12 topic for a moment, general, but come at it from another 
13 issue that has come to our  attention, the issue of 
I4 Therets a real trap there, in  Ba t  there in the worE;?ItS. 
15 environmental issues, you get permits to construct things 
16 which are fairly easy to obtain compared to permission to 
17 operate things. 
18 It's those opecatin permits that generally don't 
I P  come till after you flnisfconstruction or  ncnrly the tlme 
20 construction is done that really tie your hands. And so I 
21 donlt.seek to tell you that you aren t getting ood advice, 
22 hut I just mentton that it's a long p r m s a  a n t a  very 

Page 40 
I reinforce that, and then I'll get lo the other one. To the 
2 k t  of  my knowletl e, w e  have the penyts that w e  need. 
3 I understand because Mlssoun IS a regulated 
4 state regarding sorn~e of the environmental ts of smoke, 

that their permit is a little bit less o thm%bam, but 
6 I believe w e  M get lo  the level of E n i n  we  need with 
7 the pennits as I unrlerstand them, now. A u  know, as I have 
8 seen them to this dnte. Now. certain1 - 
9 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Could ~ i n l c m p t  at that point, 
10 general? You have legal counsel that advlscr you ahout these 
I t  matters, I taka it? 
I2 GENERAL SLILLIVAN: Ycs. sir. Ycq. Now, regarding 
13 the second as I of  your quc.tion. I'm committed to 
14 maintainin E e s s D n c e  of A m e r i c a * ~  Army. And it troubles 
15 mc. obviouiy, whcn somconc says tlul thcy !hink a mqvc such 
I6 as this will put thern into secondclass cltlzenship rn the 
17 Army. 
18 We're certainly not oing to let that happen, and 
19 I'm sure Geneml Reilncr, i f  e were hcrc, would say the sntnc t 
20 thing. I mean, w e   have seen a lot of  change hert: in the last 
21 four yean, m enormous amount of change. And we have kepc 
22 the vibrancy and thls credibility o f  t h ~ s  organization. 

I'agt: 4 
I unpredictable r o c a s .  
2 And in tRat rear!. I've seen correspondenc~ where, 
3 the moving of  the chem~cal  school could. in fact. jeopdrdlu: 
4 a remaining mission that you havc in.mind Tor Annislon. which 
5 IS the disposal of ch~~mica l  stockpile. 
6 The State of  Aslahama, I think, has written that 
7 part of  the condition~s that the had contemplated in writing 
8 permits o r  awarding permits &r construction in later 
9 o eration was the assurances that there would be ad,quate 
lo c L n u p  o r  reaction iorccs . ~ s o c # a t d  with the cheml~a l  
I I school ~f there were an accldent o r  ~f there were a splll, 
12 what have you. 
13 And s o  they would reconsider issuing construction 
I4 and operating ~ m i k  for our disposal activity at the 
I5 existin site. an ynu adlress that for me? 
16 ~ E N E R A L  SULLIVAN: Wcll, I don't bclicvc therc's a 
17 direct link between Ihe two, althou h I understand that I'm 
I8 sure there is someone somewhere w%o is trying to draw that 
19 link. But I don't believe there's a link between McClellan 
20 and Amiston in that regard. 
2 1 Now. to our  other p i n t .  I'm not the lawyer here. 
12 There's a lot oral tomeys ere in this room. and there's a 
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I sure as I'm sitting here they will stop you. And I'm not 
z convinced that toda that your path 1s so clear that you 
3 have the assurance &at you can execute. That's this 
4 commissioner's concern at this point in the process. 1 
5 haven't seen the evidence that you c m  execute, 
6 notwithstanding your correctness. 
7 SECRETARY WEST: Commissioner, if 1 might, have a 
a chance to address that. I'm not the lawyer here, either, hut 
9 I am lawyer. And the Chief and I havc a number of Lawycrs 

ro who have heen addressing that very issue. That's one of  the 
.ea.wns we wrote that condition into our approval. And I an 
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rn~l~lrr with the very point you make. And we are very 
.trc(ul ah)ut  it. 

That is why I've emphasized that. But 1 also don't 
I5 want lo mislead you. It is true that we  believe rirht now 

Page 43 I I lot of attome s that can handle the other aspects of it. 
I'm rwrre o&he pitfalls involved in a move such as  this 
with permits to construct and permits to operate. And there 

2 will be views on all of that. 
5 I think what the Secretnry wid is im rtant. We 
a have p r o p o d  to move these two schools %m Alabamn to 
7 Mlssc~url h a u s e  we feel that 1s the most efficient way t o  
a opcrate three xhcx)ls and the most effic~ent way to be 
r c~pcra~ing the Army. 

I (1 We are not going to + it if it will 'eopardize our 
I i miulon. And that -- wc'll just have to this out. I 
11 believe we have what we need to d o  that now. Look, we're 
1 3  walk~ng a,fine l ~ n e  here. I've got to get the money to run 
Ir I ~ I S  or *anluitlon. And 1 think the way to d o  it IS to get 
I j out o f k i c ~ l e l l a n .  
16 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: And general. I acce that 
17 on its f a c e .  I'm not going to q"arrel with that. What (?m 
I a suggesting IS, there are p le In state overnment and 
tr therc are envlrqnmental f o l h  that e a u ~ f c a r e  less about your 
26 money, our mlsslon. 
1.1 C~ZNERAL SULLIVAN: Right. 
1 2  COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: And ~ h c y  will slop you. As 

116 that we have thebermits we will need. and we  also believe 
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I In none of the other locations is  there a military 
2 base such as  Fort McClellan. S o  we  believe that it is  not 
3 required for the safe operation of the plants that we  will 
4 provide exactly the level of support that is required. 
5 COMMlSSlONER MONTO'YA: And I accept thu, loo. The 
6 issue is, will Alabama accept Bat.  And they're on r s o r d  
7 saying they won't. And we  have 50 inde ndent states like 
1 you have 8 indqmdcnt commissionsrs. and \Cy don't always 
9 work in concert. 

10 One uestion to the depots, and it's a substantive 
1 1  guestion. &.in, looking at a tptal cost as we  l m k  at these 
1 2  issues, we  have some data that lndlcates that the cost of  
13 unemployment compensation in !he Army number is less than a 
14 million dollars; the communit 's estimating costs that could 
I 5  be in excess of  $50 mill~on. Xnd that presumes that none of 
16 the p p l c  or very few of the peaplc will move from one placc 
I7 to t e other. 
18 That has two implicatiot~s -- that reat cost 
19 disparity im liution; the other one is. h e r e  is  clearly 
20 workload a t g d  River. Having been there, there is a lot of 
21 work then and more work conte~~platcd. Two questions: Can 
22 you absorb the workload at Anniston that is there today? 

17 that we will be able to carry throu vh in the place that we  
tr will move tq. We were very c a r e h  about ana ly ing  that. 
19 .And we reallzed that worklng through the p e m t t l n g  prcxess 
20 is a scries of  landmines. 
2 I It is why when we did the review, the Chief and I 
22 risked the baslc question which I suspect occurs to you as 
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I I And secondly, does your ,analysis indicate that 
I 2 lar e numbers of  peo le are cun to move, o r  are  you going 
I 3 to able to replace &e s k i d  -- they don? move. 

4 you're going to lose a tremendous resource. I was really 
5 tmpressed wtth the people, by, the way, at Red River, their 
6 att~tude, t h e ~ r  nynagement slulls and approach. 
7 You're goln to lose a g ~ e a t  resource, not only in 
8 plant, but in if they don't move. And have ou 
9 anal rui how ou're going to l d e  that up to h a n d e  that 
10 w o r l l o a ~ 1  d a t  is  our vlew of those people? 
I I SECRETARY~EST: Well. I was going to say, 
12  commissioner, we share your view. That's one of  our top 
I3 depots. They won an award. They are a fine representat~on 
14 of em loyces and pcople who worl~ for the Unitd States doing 
15 the &itad States* business and doing it well. and we're 
16 proud of them. 
17 We d o  not mnkz this plan lightly. W e  make it in 
18 view o f  the fact that if we  are goin to  combine the depot 
19 maintenance, we are driven to comiine it at the facility thrt 
20 has the heavy maintenance capabll~ty. And I think that's 
2 t sort of where we had to go  on that. 
22 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA And you can do the work. you 

I I 
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I well undcrneeth all of this, which is, "Why would you l a v e  a 
2 place where ou'vc got all your permita whcrc you a n  able to 
3 operate witlout le a1 impediment to go  to a lace where 
4 vou've got to go tirough the procca  that nofonly re ulators 
5 but those who come m to influence regulators, the pu%lic. 
6 might somehow derail.that effort?' 
7 And the answer IS, the loglc of  the move, the 
8 saving,  the intelligence in the way we can operate our  force 
9 dictate 11. That belng the case, we have walked as carefully 

10 =s wc know how throu h the permits. And at this momenl, we 
I I *re sncouraged. ~ e $ l i e v e  we  are t h v e  in terms of  what we 
12  n d  now, and we belleve we will con t~nue  to have the 
13 cooperation of the receiving states' authorities, even though 
14 there will from time to time be issues that arise. 
IS SECRETARY WALKER: Commissioner ~ o n ~ o y a ,  if I mi ht 
16 add one thlng on the chemical demilitarizat~on issue. b e  
17 Secretary of the Army is the executive agent for the 
18 Sccrrtary of Defense to build eight such chemclrl 
19 demil~tariz;rtion plants throughout the I J n ~ t d  States. An! 
'0 the Arm 1s comm~tted in each one of t.hosx cnses to provide 

1 t i e  amount and the level of support that's n d d  for 
: safe opcrrtion of those chemical demilitarization plants. 
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I think, with the people you've got at Anniston, o r  d o  you see 
2 some rowth in personnel? 
3 ~ECRETARY WEST: Yes. Your uestion about 
4 migration, for example, I don't Imow w h 4  our personnel 
I erpeclnt~ons are. 
6 GENERAL SHANE: There's no uesiion that we can do 
7 the work, Commissioner Montova. %e looked at that. We 
8 coordinated that with the Army Idateriel Command. The 
9 headquarters does that. Everything seems to be in place. 

10 Your concern with re ards to the 10 mil l~on and $50 
I I million d~fference that you %rought up with regards to 
12 working compensation, Id mc comnlent about that. Our numbers 
13 -- and this is a point I think we need to keep in mind, that 
14 thc Anny's numbers have been audiled by the Army Audit Agency 
15 and GAO at almost every step in the rocess. 
16 S o  I feel fairly comfortable wilR the numbers. It 
17 doesn't menn that we haven't col lwt~vely made a minor 
18 mistake. But I think tbat those numbers are good for the 
19 Army. 10 million is a good number. But regards to the work. 
20 no quest~on. Anniston can assume that workload. 
2 1  COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Thank you. Mr. Chairman 
22 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you very much. Commiauioncr 
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I value of  leases. 

But the Missouri delegation and the cornmunit have 
3 e x p r d  their concern that the Army has not comp6ed with 
4 thc Defcnse Base Closure an~d Rcsljgnmcnt Act of '90. Can you 

1 5 just explain why you believe that the Arm s recommendation 
6 concerning 1ease.s are  cqnsislent wi* & f o ~ ~ t r u c t u r e  and 
7 the final selection criteria glving pnonty  to  mll~tary 
I value? 
9 SECRETARY WEST: Yes sir. And there are several 

10 gin& to  be made here, and then f think I will also defer to  
I I eneral Sullivan, as well. First of  all the question is, 
12 the military value of what'? Are w e  talking about the 
13 milita value of  the lease itself and the facility, as we  
I4  often & when.we talk a b u t  the milit. value, say, of  an 
15 Army installat~on, the mll~tary value o?~on Bragg and all 
I6 those ranges q d  the like? 
17 Because ~f we're talking about that, then the 
18 military value of  the leases in a building in essentially an 
I9 office settin is simply not that si ificant. No, I 
20 overstated. qt's not s1gn18can.t. g t h e  only other 
21 uestion, then, is  the appropriateness of  the economic 
22 lecision made there, the buslncss decision, on the one hand 
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I individual list, bu! we  did not necessarily use the Decision 
2 Pad model o r  the installation assessment plan to  go that. So 
3 when I read through what the dele atlon was sayln to me, I 
4 think there ma be n little bit of  information here $1 was 
5 klnd of  left o u l  
6 And that was the fact that they may just did not 
7 understand clearly vvith regards to  what m~li tary value was 
8 and confused it with the issue o f  the installation as.ses.sment 
9 of  leases. S o  once 81 ain, 1 would ask that for testimony 

lo today, that w e  rovlfe for you o r  make a matter of  record the 
I I memorandum f rovided to the Commission's staff. 
12 COMMIS!IONER KLING: That would be fine. sir. 
13 SECRETARY 'WEST: Commissioner, thcrc was OIIC ~wint 
I4 left untouched, and I should just make a note. The  other 
15 point, the utility of  actually separating those units out,  
16 separating aviation from troop support, which is what ATCOM 
17 is right now. It's bi~sically a combination of  two different 
18 funct~ons. 
19 What our  ro~msal will d o  as part of the process 
20 is, we'll return 810s: to like locations. Aviation will be 
21 with like activity. Troo sup rt will be, I think, with the 
22 solider support at Fort &dic$ And that makes mse to us 
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: M o n t ~ ~ ~ i s s i o n e r  Klin 
3 COMMlSSI.ONER KfING: One quick "ation back to 
4 the chemical. WdI a general officer be hea31n u the 
s Chemical Corps if it moves lo F o n  Leonard HBm& 
6 GENERAL SULLIVAN: Yes. 
7 COMMISSIONER KLING: Yes, it  will be? 
8 GENERAL SULLIVAN: Yes. 
9 COMMISSIONER KLING: Thank OU. 

10 GENERAL SULLIVAN: Yes. Each o/thc schools will 
I I be se a n t e  and distinct, I'm sure. Now, that doesn't mean 
12 that &ere wouldn't --you know, I think there will be some 
I3 y a g e m e n t  efficiencres which could take place, obviously, 
14 since there would be overla m some of the -- 
IS COMMlSlONER KI-IRG: We had just h a r d  that there 
I6 wouldn't be a eneral officer in that. 
17 GENE& SULLIVAN: You did? 
18 COMMISSIONER KI-1NG: That there would not be, and 
19 that's really wh I'm asking you. Let me turn to the matter 
20 of  !he I-, ~d could, a second. W e  have had a lot of  
21 back and forth information, and I'm rcfemng to ATCOM, which 
22 you just, Mr. Secretary, briefly touched on the military 
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Iikc c o n  ncnts s a m s  to us again. to ndce scnw in kmps o f  

2 the n d o f  !he Anmy at that time. And on those al~gnmenb.  
3 I think I'm re araJ to ass along t o  the Chief. 
4 G E N ~ ~  S ~ L I C A N :  I Lmnk losca, whilc imponant. 
s I thi* w e  need lo just consolidate all o f  them as much as 
6 poss~ble. 
7 GENERAL SHANE: If I could? 
8 COMMISSIOlNER KLING: Yes, sir, General Shane. 
9 GENERAL SH ANE: Commissioner Kling, Ict mc I I I : I ~ C  a 

10 comment on this. First, with regards to Missouri delcpation, 
I I as you recall, I rovlded I thlnk 11 was a 14-pa e letter d 12 whtch laid out tAe i\rmy's position on t k t  in etail. And 
13 what I thlnk the bottom l ~ n e  of that was IS not a questlon of  
I4 criterias. 
IS It's really a uestion o f  process and how you 
16 about assessin % g o i n ~ t h r o u g h  the rigero? ana&is of 
17 coming up  w i k  the term military value. Wlth normal 
18 installations, what we  did, we  use what we  call the 
I9 'insbllation assessment plan.' And we uscd a computcr modcl 
20 called Decision Pad to come up  with a list of  ratings b d  
21 on some attributes that were established. 
22 The  difference is the fact that w e  looked at each 
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Page 5 1 1 I and of  the implications of  how we are organizing ourselves t( 
2 d o  the defense business. 

That is, should ATCOM remain together for the : synergy of  its many component ads: u r  ~ f .  as we're planninl 
5 to spin some things off, will tharsomehow lessen their 
6 ab i l~ ty  to d o  their job? And I think maybe you want me to 
7 really et to that latter point. 
8 & first of all, on the leases, as  a business 
9 matter, I would like to see the Arnly out of  as m q  leases as  

to we could get out of. Now, B?t's slm ly not p o s s ~ ~ l e  to do. 
1 I There a n  too many insta,nca 1n whlct!when you look at the 
12 contrasting alternatives, 11 makes much better business sense 
13 to be in tha! lease there. 
14 That IS not the case with ATCOM in St. Lguis. It 
I5 does not make better buslness sense for us to be In those 
I6 highcost  leases. Jt makes better business sense if we have 
17 a way consistent with the Chief of S ta f f s  force structure 
18 needs, to  be somewhere in space that is on a post o r  that the 
19 Army owns and where there can be some synergy with other Iikc 
20 activities. 
2 I And on the second part, a dec~sion which 
22 essentially moves componcnt!i of ATCQM to do like things with 
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I in terms of the s nel gy of those operations. 
2 S E C ~ E T A ~ Y  I ~ A L K E R :  Comqissione.r, if l mi ht add 
3 just one pint on what the Secretary just sald. In af  ditian 
4 to that, it results in rl substantial cost savings. T h e  
5 annual savings from the recommendation is  $56 million 
6 annually once it's executed. That's 9 percent of  the entire 
7 savings of  the entire package before the Commission. That i: 
8 a substantial savin s In this one instance. 
9 COMMISSIO~I, *R KLING: That's a ood lead-in. Mr. 

10 Secretary. to the sect~nd question. And t i i s  really is 
I I gctting down more to it. The Arm cstimatts, as I undcrsland 
12 -- we have a slide here that we'h put up  but the Army 
I3 estimates that 786 civilian positions could be eliminated by 
14 combining the aviation troop command and the missilc colnmand 
ts However, the ~:ommunity believes that the personnel 
16 savings are significaintly overstated, and from the 786, only 
17 48 positions would te eliminated as shown on this slide in 
I8 whlch we  may not b~: able to  see, but I believe you all have 
19 i t  in front of vou. 
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I SECRETARY WEST: And tl1:tt's a correct assumlNton. 
2 sir. 
3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Now. finally 1 want to makc tltia 
4 clear in my own mirrd. There's a lot ofdiscussion here. All 
5 my colleagues have asked these uestions. These questions 
6 are in our mind. You have fivegepots out there and we all 
7 know we're looking at good stuff now. I've said from the 
8 bcginning, "He . you have an '88 round; you havc a '91 round; 
9 you have a '93  round.' 

10 1 played baseball and sports when I was a kid -- 
I I not kp good -- but I remember, you had a bunch of  cub .  B 
12 the t r m  you got the cuts finished, you had what ou though 
13 was our team left. And this is the fourth cut. AI this 
I4 stuf?s good. Most :of these places have had awards of 
15 excellence and all kinds of tnbutes to the fine work they 
I6 do, ri ht? 
I7 ~ E N E R A L  SIJLLIVAN: Right. 
111 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Now, ou've got five d c p t s  out 
19 there, and you're telling us w d  t i e  excess u p a c i t  you*ve 
20 got, you can live with cutting out two rod having &rtx left. 
21 SECRETARY WEST: Yes, sir. 
22 CHAIRMAN DIXON: And you are saying to us that 
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I BRAC process. You know. you lakc off things. you put them 
2 back on, you realign, you realign a ain, you subtract, you 
3 add to. I m not findin fault with tiat. 
4 Now, there may k some of that afier this, and the 
5 qucstion has occumd to us, without machin out bcyond what 
6 you'vc done, we arc thinking wc nccd to ad8ms how you nukc 
7 changcs in BEAC over thc n u t  six can. If you want lo comc 
8 to us. sa We have kind of looied a t  this again. and this 
9 n d s  a h e  bit more tuning up. 

10 S o  d o  you think that's somethin w e  -- the reason I 
I 1 ask all these thin s, Senator Thurmong has asked us to come 
12 in a b u t  the m i d 8 e  of July when @e dust has at  least 
13 partially settled ~f w e  can get back into town, and we'll 
14 wear bulletproof vests and come m in the dead of  mght like 
15~Abraham Llnwln did after the election that time over 100 
16 ears ago. But if w e  d o  that, is that a thing we  should be 
17 k k i n  at? 
18 ~ E N E R A L  SULLIVAN: In m opinion, jt.is. I think 
19 the leaders of these organizations n d  the flexibility~m 
20 mana e their assets so that they can hold these or  anlzations 
21 t o g e l k  And I -'t predict - I don't Ulink 9 kxiY can 
22 p d i c t  what's gomg to happen h e n .  And I thl& there has 
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I at it and makin their best cases. Now, challenges are 
2 taking place before the conlmissions ri ht now at the 
3 administrative level. I have no doubt i t i s  is going into 
4 courts and so  forth. I'm a lawyer. That's how 1 make my 
5 living in my other life. 
6 But you fellows are here saying that you stake your 
7 reputations on the fact that what you have now, the permits 
8 you have now satisf the Army regarding this matter. 
9 SECRETARY J k T :  To the crtcnt ur know and with the 

10 advice we  have, which yes,, as you pointed out, does include 
I I our  counsel. 
12 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, I want to tell you 
13 something. We're oin to start voting next Thursday, the 
14 22nd day of June. %nd? ask you both, General Sullivan and 
15 Secretary Wcrt -- let's see; ou're goin to leave here si? 
16 days from now -- but I wourd ask you dl to let us  know if 
17 there's an changes in this. Because a. far as the Chair's 
I8 c o n c e r n d  1 indru te  not at all how we'll vote. There may 
19 even be divrsrons here. 
20 But the point is, I act on the asumption you're 
21 saying you're satfified about the permits on whatever this 
22 chairman finally will do. 
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I to be some mechanism so  -we can move things around. 
2 1 think Commissioner Montoya's question is 
3 certainly -- look, we're paying attention to that. Now, we 
4 don't want to slavishly hold to preconceived plans or 
5 preconceived notions rf it tjoesn't seem correct. And locking 
6 us  in, fencin us in, will be dysfunctional. Could be. 
7 CHAI&AN DIXON: And Secretary, you're nodding 
8 "yes." If ou havean t h ~ n  you want lo  - 
9 SECLTARY &H: KO. On a different matter, our 

10 comment about the Chief not having a dog in this figit. of  
I I course, we know how he fwlr about tho Army. He always will 
12 have a dog in this fi ht 
13 CHAIRMAN D h N :  Oh. I undcrsbnd that WcII. wc 
I4 respect and love him for it. Now, I'm oing to ask two more 
15 questions. They're highly repe!itious. B u t ,  you b o w  b 
I6 now. let's all be adults about Ln. W e  b o w  what the hor 
17 spots arc around here. And cvcrybody knows that somc things 
18 are  not going to be a lot of trouble, m d  other things are 
19 highly controversial. Letl:i face that. 
20 Now, the fight between flabarna and Mi.ssout-i has 
21 gotten ~ n t o  the national ma awnes and everythin else. And 
n it's a pretty good fight, a n f  I respect both sldes for going 
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1 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: From thc Unitcd Stntcs h ~ r  
2 Force. 
3 (Laughter.) 
4 SECRETARY VEST: Who arc, incidcntally. making line 
s judgements. 
6 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Formerly of tlie Air Force. 
7 First, I would like to jorn my colleagues up here in wrshing 
8 Gcncral Sullivan wcll. And wc hopc that hc doesn't go away. 
9 that he rovides his r~dvice and counsel for years to come. 

10 RNERAL SLLLIVAN: Thanks. 
I I COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Mr. Secretary, I'm going to 
12 have to heg your indulgence. You know it s a wonderful 
13 thing when -- the cornmissioners are really worried that 
I4 either a reeing with :you or not agreein with you would d o  
IS  s e v e n  tamage lo your upabi l i f .  ~ ~ 2 1  recognize thejob 
I6 General Sullivan and you have one in trying a) map this 
17 strate y out. 
I8 5 also recogniu: that your budget flex is not very 
19 high and that if you don't get the .savin s ,  you probably 
20 jeopardia your readiness and our mofernizatlon accounts, 
21 which is reall very critical. JY the same token. as  you can 
22 see, we*re norup  here to challenge the U.S. Army on their 
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I that's better than downsizing, so far as the Army is 
2 concerned, without any judgen~ent of what some olher servtcl 
3 may do:' 
4 SECRETARY WEST: Yes. sir. That is exactly what 
5 we're .sa ing. 
6 CXAIRMAN DIXON: You say you savc money by clostng 
7 and not downsirin 
8 SECRETAR? WEST: yes ,  sir 
9 CHAIRMAN IDIXON: ~ou've ' looked at downsizing? 

10 SECRETARY WEST: By "downsizing,' ou mean simply 
I I shrinkin the articular five to a smaller size5 
12 C ~ ~ A I & A N  IDIXON: Get them smaller and in place. 
I3 SECRETARY WEST: Wc havc, and wc havc concl~tdd 
I4 that that is not the way to o and that those who may be 
I5 going that way are not d i n g  as good judgements as we are. 
16 (Lau hter.) 
I7 CHAfRMAN DIXON: Wcll, that's a stron cr rcspnsc 
18 -- I'm a luckier lawyer than I thought I wouldbe  on that 
19 one. 
20 (Lau hter.) 
21 CtiAfRMAN DIIXON: Thc Chair w g n i r r .  Com~nissioncr 
22 Davis. 
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16 like that? C.0MMlSSlONER DAVIS: All right, sir. The Michigan 

SECRETARY WEST: We have looked at delegation yesterda .talked atmut the Army p u l l ~ n  its 
1% different o ~ t i o n s .  comm~ssioner. That IS one we  earnson out of s e l & d ~ e .  and they were worried a%out who I I 

Page 67 I I depot choice+ 
We'rejust w o r r i d  that wc,leave you with the 

roper ca ab~li ty  when we're fin~shed. And natural disaster 
nr a l resb  been covered nrther well. And h t * s  aometh~ng 

5 we shoulc?wo about. 
6 Let me 3 you mother question in sort of  a 
7 c0unte.r-natural disaster question. Given that you -- if R d  
8 River IS closed and Anniston will be almost completely at 
9 capac~ty by shifting the workload, have you considered using 

10 Letterkenn as a backu to increase their workload with some 
I I pther vehicjes -- the  ata ad in runs out rn, I thrnk, *97 -- 
12 rf you just d o  the actrve Reserves, you d o  the Guard m d  
I 3  Reserve, then you've got a con!inuing Palladip, so we're told 
1 4  by Let~erkenn -- and increase rt with something lrke some 

115 other vehicle i k e  the Bmdlev leh t tne  vehicle o r  some thin^ 

19 havc not chbs.cn. AS you know, we are realigning ~ a t i r k e n n ~ ,  19 bas oh to pick up tfie' rocess.' And, of  course, I think 
2 0  or  at least we are p r o p s i n  to. The palladin, incidently 20 the i&m$s the oply one g a t  has any active duty 
r t  IS. ~n our view. not isontrfized by this. It will be done hv 21  the Selfndee stal~on. IS that. m fact. true. and wR!Ie at I 
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I These are big dollars. They're not marginal 
2 dollars. But they start cutting into readiness. I 
3 understand readiness when ou g a  into war, but some of hue 
4 things, natural disasters. i h n k  I can overcome. 
5 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Yes, sir. Now that I've got 
6 the big qu.es!ion off our  minds, some lesser ones. Does the 
7 recent sann rnc~dent trouble you in the movement of the 
8 chemical training facilit 3 
9 GENERAL SULL14h-J: No. The recent sarin incident 

10 troubles me, but moving the chemical -- I've moved division: 
1 1  all over the place. I've moved hundreds of !ho-dsof 
12 troops. We re not orng to lose our capab~lity vrs a v ~ s  
I3 that issue by moving from Alab~lma to Missouri or moving from 
14 Alabanla to anyplace. I'll ke-p the capabilities 1 need, and 
15 we know how to d o  this kind of  stuff. 

12 thk time these &cur: ' 

16 righi at the edge of akin!: more force structure and getting 
17 into some bi time cuts here. 
18 And I k i n k ,  frankly. that this is !he best 
19 approach. And rt wasn't easy to take etght divisions out of 
10 thc Unitcd Slates Army and 600,000 people. And we have got 
21 to have this kind of  money. And, as the chairman 
12 out, nobody knows where these dollars w ~ l l  go  in t $ e in future. al 
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I And so my answer is, n o  usilig L e t t e r k e ~ y  in that 
2 capacity is not our  plan. I think, however, our reference 
3 to natural disasters and the like, a ain m a y L  you want to 
r hear a little bit more from us on tiat hint. And 1.m going 
5 to let the Chief res nd. 
6 COMMISSI(!%ER DAVIS: Well, we're all concerned 
7 about your sur e capacity. You know, if you close s depot, 
8 whether it be fed Rrver o r  some other one. your surge 
9 capacit has been ro rl rotected. 

la XCRETARI; &#I! Surge ypaci ty is one of the 
things we  s nd the most time thlnklng about. GENERAL SULLIVAN: Yes, we  worry about that. I 
hink a millkn men and women in the United Stales Army, 10 
rvrsrons, IS the -- I don't need to 01 through that litany 

1 5  with you, because you know it. And km down here -- we are 
the top of my head, c6mrnissio.ner. 

- 
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I GENERAL SULLIVAN: Jimmy, you may want to talk to 
2 that. 
1 COMMKXIONER DAVIS: You may want to provide it for 
4 the remrd Jim. 
5 G E ~ E R A L  SHANE: This is General Shane. I would 
6 prefer to comment on the remrd in writin 
7 COMMlSSlONER DAVIS Sure., An$t$:s~kstion 
8 is, accord~ng to the Army data, the S ~ e r r a  Army Depot's the 
9 only A?y ~nstallation out of which START Treat -data 

10 destruct~on of  rocket motors can be carried out. dw IS the 
t I Department of Defense - Mr. Secretary. rf you close Sierra 
12 Army Depot, how is the Depanrnmt of Defense going to -- are 
13 they going to recerti another depot? 
14 SECRETARY ST: I would think so. I think we have & 
IS an alternative to it. I just don'it know what it is rieht off 

D o  ou know Jimmy? GEXERAL S ~ A N E :  I rsslly don't know the answer 
that. But 1 think it's not being closed, and I think we nled 
to specify for the rword it's being realigned. S o  there's a 
big difference. 

COMMISSIONER DAVIS: But the capability there 

- - 
as you are. 

GENERAL SULLIVAN: I do, iind I appreciate your 
concerns. And as ou know J.B., I'm trying to balance all 
of  this to d o  what [have to d o  in the lamer sense. which is 
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And that's really what we're after. 

And when sur e -- we'll have to I;?re care of surge 
and figure it out. I k i n k  we  can figure it out, when push 
comes to shove. I'm sure American industry -- corporate 
America has always been with us, and wc'rt: gong to be ablc to 
handle it in c o  rate America. COMMIEONER DAVIS: As a follow-on. General 
Sullivan, then, the latest study indicates that we  ought to 
do more rivatization. Would that be part of  your scheme? 

C E R E ~ L  SULLIVAN: In that case, in ihe surge case. 
You know some natural disaster, which ou're hypothcsizin 
I would $ure somethinp out. And d e n  1.m sure some%bdy 
wovld step up  and say, Chief, we can handle that; give ~t to 
US. 

COMMISSIONER DAVIS; Well, I ho you lake contiort 
from the fact that we're worrylnn about t G  almost as much 

, -~ 

la provitlc an Army which is capable of do& what the collnlry 21 
.ants i t  to do m d  not work on  the margin in the total sense. 22 I 

t 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

lo 
I I 
12 
13 
14 
IS  
16 
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GENERAL SHANE: But the capability there wrt6 I 

regards to that - 
GENERAL SULLIVAN: We'll give you an answer. 
COMMISSIONER DAVIS: All right sir. And, Mr. 

Secretary, one final question. I'm sorry. I had to leave 
the dais for a second. But ou clo not plan to close Englisb 
V11Iage under the current p L ?  

SECRETARY WEST: We had been negotiating with the 
National Guard about Enelish Villaee before we  made our  
recommendation on ~ u ~ w a y .  And, quKe frankly, commissioner, 
we believe lhnt what we. announced on Dugway probably had some 
impact on how that was g o i n t f o y a r d . ,  

It is our desire to keep nglish V~l lage  availnble. 
The uestion is, who will keep 11 available. It is our hope 
that %at will be transferred to the Guard. 

COMMISSIONER DAVIS: So it's the intent for the 
U.S. Arm to kee it o n but who fun+ it is at question? 

SE&ETA&  WE^: Thl: intent 1s to pass it over to 
the Guard. 

COMMISSIONER.DAVIS: Thank you very much, sir. 
Mr. Chairman I ~ e l d  the ~.est of my t ~ m e .  
CHAIRMAN b l J 0 ~ :  I thank you very much. 

I I 
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I su p r t  facilities and turn i t  into solely the operation for 
2 wLch it's oin to be used. 
3 That! w k t  the enclaves say. The  enclaves say 
4 there is a lesser mission, there is a portion of  it that's 
5 less than the whole that can be isolated. If isolated, we  
6 can better cost it out, better trace where the funding needs 
7 to be, and also take away the inc~drntals that are no longer 
8 necessary there. 
9 Your point, I think, is are we somehow pushing this 

10 off into a bud et Itern under different colors. 
t I COMMdSIONER COX: Ya. I f  you're cnclaving 85 to 
12 100 rcent of 11, and, for example, at Fort Indiantown Gap 
I3 you g n ' t  have a number or the things that you might consider 
14 quality of  life, so there aren't sort of post things that 
13 could o away, you d o  wonder. 
16 brom our perspective, and I irnderstand you're 
17 looking at rt from an Army perspective, we're looking at it 
I8 as an overall government-wrde expenditilre on important 
19 trainin Just movin it to somewhere else doesn t help us. 
20 &R. WEST: *ell it does. It makes the 
21 use it, and who are there/ore funding it, n little f ? ~ F r r ~ ~  
22 careful about how much furlding they wish to lavish on it. 

V 

(I 
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I GENERAL SULLIVAN: Yes. 
2 COMMlSSION13R COX: With thc National Guard, as I 
3 understand it, and - 
4 GENERAL SULL.IVAN: I've got some MPA mnd O&M costs. 
5 I've ot some MPA, military personnel, in there. So I woulc 
ti say tfat their costs, Ihey're there anyway in most case.., so  
7 their costs are already accounted for. 
8 COMMISSI0NI:R COX: My understanding, and maybe we 
9 could ask the general of  the Nat~onal Guard, as I see is 

10 here, is that they're llooking at costs o f  about $29 million 
I I o r  so for running these three facilities. Maybe that's a few 
12 other facilities too? 
13 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: Commissioncr Cox. 
14 Brigadier General Stlane. Let me touch on that. 
15 COMMISSIONER COX: Surely. 
16 BRIGADIER G13NERAL SIIANE: In our analysis. wc nccd 
17 to p i n t  out that in the COBRA runs, wc ut asidc 520 million 
1 1  to run those three inrtallations. Ithjn! if you talk t o  the 
19 National Guard, General D'Araulo 1s here. he'll tell you  h ~ s  
20 requirement is about $21.6 millibn for those three 
21 ~nstallat~ons. S o  it's In the ballpark. 
22 This is not done in a vacuum with regards to the 
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I Reserves and the National Guard. 
2 In each case, in 1ndi:xntown Gap, m understanding 
3 is they're looking at almost 100 pucent  oi the facilities 
4 and land herng enclaved; at Fort P~ckett,  somewhere betweer 
5 85 and 95 percent; and I'm not as clear at Fort Chaffee what 
6 kind we're looking at. S o  we're essential1 lookin at 
t keeping the whole thing but running it dif&rently,for which 
8 w e  sow an enormous amount of savlngs. 
9 1 wonder if you might comment on, I uess, just 

lo sort of an overall concern that if we*= not cfosing them and 
l l we're oing to be running 85 or 100 pcrccnt of them, where do 
12 w e  -fly el the savings in having the Guard run it versus 

I4  
f I3 the Army'. 

SECRETARY WEST: Well, I'm not sure about the 100 
15 percent versus 85 percent looking at the numbers. But the 
I6 question for us is always the same one, commissioner. It IS 
I7 whether we  are operatrng the particular facility o r  
18 installation in a way that reflects present-day realities 
19 both in tenns of our use of our personnel and of our knding. 
20 And the fact is that in each case, yes, we  d o  show savings, 
21 because the sawn s occur because we take away some 
22 housekeeping antpost-oversight authority and those kind of  
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I requirement for trainin . We've coordinated q d . l ' v e  &ked 
2 direct with the ~ a t i o n a f  ~ u a r d .  The bottom l ~ n s  IS there are 
3 some mlsslons here that we  need to d ~ v e s t  ourselves of, that 
4 he doesn't want lo do. W e  don't lo do thcm and we don't want 
5 10 pay for them. Thiil's the thrust of  our recommendation 
6 here. 
7 COMMISSIONER COX: And when you say, and maybe we 
8 should ask D'Araujo here as well -- in fact could I ask you 
9 if ou feel comfortabtle? Brigadier ~ e n e r a f  ~ h a n e  has just 

10 ln&cated that the funding is at rhout $20 million for the 
I I Natlonal Guard. That is for thrs year o r  is that over a 
12 period of  lime? How does that work? 
13 BRIGADIER GE3NERAL SHANE: That's to cslahlish Il~c 
14 enclaves and to o er:tte the enclaves. 
1s C O M M I S S ~ N E R  COX: T o  establish the enclaves. 
16 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: That's pm>gmmmed in the 
17 operatrn cosLs for that. 
18 C~MMISSIOEIER COX: And. General, do yo11 !eel 
I9 comfortable that ou can continue to run the training areas 
20 that ou need anithalt others who train there need. and that 
21 y o u ' i  be able to get [hat money? 
22 MAJOR GENERAL D'ARAUJO. Yes. The figures that ytbu 
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I Commissioner Davis. 
2 C o m s s ~ o n e r  Cox? 
3 MADAME COMMISSIONER COX: Thank nu. Mr. 
4 Secretary, both you and the c h a r m  have eloquen$ pointed 
5 out that we  have to m+e d o  with less. And one of t e !hings 
6 that we  seem to be dorng s;uccessfull DOD-w~de IS t ak~ng  
7 advantage of our ~ e s e r v e  componen6. 
8 And we  have seen that m several facilities, both 
9 facilities and in several incrdents over the last couple of  

10 y u n  how imprisnt the Reserve and Guard a n  to our efforls. 
I I h n d  for that reason, I want to ask you some questions about 
12 some of the training g.mund ~rwommendations Uul you've made 
13 because, as we  contrnue to rely even more on the Reserve 
14 corn nents, it's obviously important that they be well ready 
I5 and %ned. 
16 You a11 have proposed not closing exactly but 
17 reali ning, I take it. and enclaving Fort Pickett, Fort 
I8 ~ h a f k c ,  and lndiantown Cap. M understanding in taking to 
I9 folks who train there today is t ia t  your proposal is not that 
20 we-close them but that they enclave those trainin areas and 
21 fac!l!ties which are need4 so that we  will have J o s e  
22 t r a ~ n ~ n g  grounds but that 11 be funded and run by our 

I - Diversified Reporting Service., Ine. 
1 
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I Basically, the wa I think, now you've ot me on a broader 
2 philosoph a p h ~ o s ~  h i u l  point, and ?think I better get 
3 off it pret$qurckly, &t basrcally I thrnk the way we  
4 protect the inte rit of the fedenl budget is by making 
5 individuals indlviitul organizat~ons entities.of the 
6 Executive $ranch responstble not only for b a n  the 
7 proponents.but the explainers of  how they spen§ their funds. 
8 In this instance, sure, we  may rnovlng 
9 raspnsibilit  over to someone but ~t IS the ve sonleone 

10 who should k responsible for looking at how %at is going to 
I 1 be used. At the same time, we  are gorn to realiiz savings. 
I2 I think what you would like to know is whctfer the number. in 
I3 tcrmr of savings to thc: Fcdcral Govcrntncnt or the Dcpnrtr~~c~it 
14 of Defense, is exactly the same as the savings we  show to the 
I5 active Army and whether there is maybe a smaller increment 
16 there, because i am ~:onvinced that there is an increment, and 
17 it is significant enough for us to propose this change l o  
I8 you. 
I9 GENERAL SIJLLIVAN: It's about 50 -- you take all 
20 three of them. If we  could d o  what w e  wanted to with all 
21 three, it's about 50 lnillion a ear. 
22 COMMISSIONER C O ~ :  T o  the Army? 
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I continue to br: accom lished at a reasonable cost? 
2 GENERAL SULbVAN: That's at PicLett, yes. That's 

where the d o  most of -- the Marines d o  a lot o f  training at 
4 P i c k e ~ .  &e*re workmg that action. 

COMMISSIONER COX: And are those costs including - 
your $21 nullion IS the National Guard cost? 

MG D'ARAUJO: Thet is correct. 
COMMISSIONER COX: Are the costs for the Marine 

19 
N 
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I Guard forestructure as we see it unfolding through the y q r s .  
I Our estimates for those enclaves t h ~ t  we've defined worklng 
3 with the Army runs about $21 million for those three 
1 installations ou referred to. 
i COMXISSIONER COX; For  Ulose three installations? 
6 MG D'ARAUJO: That is correct. 
7 COMMISSIONER COX: And arc you comfottablc that 
8 thosc annual costs of S21 million, presumably saving thc Army 
9 somethin more than $21 million, will be foqhcoming? 

to M ~ D ~ A R A U J O :  I expect that they wrll be, yes. 
I COMMISSIONER COX: GEN Sullivan, you will be gone, 

but some of the rest of  you all -- will you be suvwr t in r  . . - 
,fthat r ~ e s t ?  

R. WEST: Well, let me just say, as the Secretary 
1 5  o f  the Army, I'm res nsible for all three components and 
16 their budgets. S e  e i t E r  General D'Aruujo is speaking with 
17 my authorit o r  I'm s .kin in support o f  him. - 

I a COM~~SSION!? c&: And you d o  su 
MR. WEST: I s ~ p p o n  him. Secretary &%2.h i~ 'be  

20 add that we'vc been workin- very closely with (he Director of 
21 t h ~  Natio?al Guard as web ns with the state tag?. The $20 
?Z million will be forthcoming, 1 can assure you, in the future 

Page 8 
cost, I assume if you're not ei~clavin 100 percent o f  I!, you 
are enclying enough that it uau ld  a h  cover the tlnuung b) 
the Mannes and the Seals. 

GENERAL SULLIVAN: Sure. 
COMMlSSlONER COX: So. virtuallv all trainine tba 

is going on toda at Pickat, lndisntown Ga and-~haffte will- 
continue at ~ i c i e t t ,  Iodiantown Gap an: Chaffee? 

GENERAL SULLIVAN: I don I know. 1 wouldn't want 
to si n up for that, but I would sign up for i f  whatever the 
ME# n on the East Coast. !f CG of the Mpnne forces on the 
East Coast wanted to d o  traini.ng at Fort P~cke t t  he  would 
come u and negotiate with the commander of  Gort Pickett 
united !tates Anny National (iurrd and he would, in fact, 
reimburse him or  her for whatever training he  did as 
appropriate out of  his training funds, as would the regular 
Army. 

If the active Army wanted to go  in and jump, as the 
82nd does or 18th Airborne Corps, they would pay the Vir inia 
National Guard so much 10 do whatever thcy do. It would ke a 
business o ration, but it would not be in this -- I urge you 
not to try r r e l u t e  $20 million to 50 because there's no 
correlation. 

I Page 81 Page 84 
t budget ro *rams. I I 

COMMISSIONER COX: That's p r t  of  what I'm 
1 C ~ ~ ~ ~ I S S I O N E R  COX: But thnt's II one-time cost. 2 concerned about. unfortunatelv. I 
3 MR.  WALKER: No. That's an a n n u l  cost of 
4 operation, I believe; is that correct? 
5 COMMISSIONER COX: I'm w y .  The COBRA war -- he 
6 520 niillion, what was that that General Shane referred to? 
? BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: That's thepro ram~ned 
8 uperrtin cost to operate the enclaves we*re leaving &hind. 
9 M k. WEST: m a t ' s  correct. 

10 COMMISSIONER COX: And you all feel c o m f ~ t a b l e  
I I that that mone -- you all will su port each other In asking 
1 2  [he Con ~ r u s  lYor that rnoncy; is tRat w r r s t ?  
13 M k .  WALKER: , n e  continuation o f  this trrining is 
I 4  ~mportant In those locations. There's no question. 
15 COMMISSIONER COX; As I understand it, there art: a 
l a  numbcr of other services trainlng there as well, not just the 
17 Guard. The Navy has got some training at some of thcsc 

I 1 I 
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3 MR.. WEST: 1 think w e  (:an certain1 agree with y o u  
4 on two points. One. yes, we'vc made our  L s t  good falth 
5 effort to enclave sufficiently s o  that the tmining that 
6 needs to be done by the Guard Bureau and those can be done 
7 Secondly, you are right. I think, that there may indeed be 
8 other costs, to the United S e t s  Govemqcnt  that don't et 
9 caught u p  m yha t  we've said here. But it IS qur bellef %at 

10 the savings exist nonetheless antJ that w e  can  sola ate those 
I I costs, t to et them to ether so  that you'd see it. 
12 C % M ~ I S S I O N E ~  COX: That would be helpful. 
13 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Now let me say this, if the Chair 
14 may intenup. We only hnve 12 m,inutes left and I'm g0in.g to 
15 honor the nght of  my last commlssloner to  ask uestions. 
I6 But two commissioners have now indicated thcy w o j d  like to 
17 send p u  some questions in wri t~ng.  

I8 taciIIties. 
19 GENERAL SULLIVAN: The Marines. 

COMMISSIONER COX: The Marines have some training 
21 at some of these facilities. Have you teen coordinating with 

\en>, and are you comfortable that that training will 

18 It occurs to me, if my colltague would accommodate 
19 me, that Commissioner Cox could pursue this assiduously 
20 working with staff to get to the finite results o f  what she 
21 wants in writing with you folks. 1 know Commissioner Kling 
22 hits questions in writing. So there may be others. 
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1 I thought to this. This is our thinking. I can't give you a 
2 guarantee. What I c,an tell you is those are our nunikrs .  78 
3 percent after consoli~Ja!ion, these kinds of plans if we have 
4 to meet sur e. As I sald before. surging is something that 
I the Army $inks a whole lot about. - 
6 COMMISSIONER. CORNELLA: Thank ou. I want to move 
7 into ano-ther area, and that*s ports. ~ e 6 n s e  officials, pod 
8 authontres and comnlunrt groups have defended mll~tary 
9 ownership of  continental b . ~ .  own terminals with the 

1 0  arguments that the flexibility of stagrng on-site equl nient 
I I on short notice, the rrsurity of  milrtary m p r t y  an! the 
1 2  capability to handle overweight, o u t s i J  unl noncontainer 
13 equipmeht give military ports unique advantages unavailable 
I4 at commercial 
I5 NOW, d % i ~ l i v a n .  a few moments ago you talked 
I6 about the im~or tance  of  suslainment. I think sustainment 

m, 1)' 

17 also pla s an'im aLnt art in ports, does it not, sjr? 
18 GENERA~OSL~LLPVAN: Yes. it does. and ~f you -- 

- 
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I I'm sure you're all willing between now and the 
2 22nd day of .&IS month to answer those questions because he1 
3 llne of  questtoning 1s certainly Important to us. Thank you 
4 very much, Commissioner Cox. 
5 Commissioner Cornella. 
6 COMMISSIONER COREIELLA: Thank you. Mr. Chmimun. 
7 GEN Sullivan, I have to elnpathize with you toda . I can't 
8 think of  m y U m  rf I werr m your s ~ h o n ,  that f ' d  care 
9 l u s  about doin $in a "n before Commission. Fi th 

1 0  six days left, f w o u l f E p e  h e  next five days are  nothtng 
I I but mllita bands, troop reviews and ticker tape parades. 
12 GE&RAL SULLIVAN: ~ h v l ~  ou, slr. 
13 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: GJN Shane, I'm a 
I4 stenogra her, but you said a few minutes a o, in regarc: 
I 5 the q u e s ~ o n  OD depots that -- and I believe? have you 
16 quoted correctly here. Yo~u say w e  looked at that. We 
17 coordinated with the Army Matencl Command and everything 
I8 seems to be in place. 
19 I would want to say in response lo  some earlier 
20 discussion that the reason for t h s  commission is to 
21 challen e the recommendalions of the D e  artments. It's not 
22 to q u a i o n  judgment as much as it is to, f think,  question 

19 look, I'm one of  the strongest suppoitets of  retaining 
20 Oakland. What ou halve is, as I'm sure ou know, on thc East 
21 Coas! and the d u l f  orb,. you have a rot of  
22 can, In fact. Out~oaBoutsIzxJ cargo tanks, IE%Z 2 so 
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1 the recommendations. If that was not necessary, I guess this 
2 Commission would not exist. 
3 Now, I would like to put up a slide that is not of 
4 six months ago but is of  Ic;s than o r  about two weeks ago. 1 
5 hope you can read it. It says "closing Recl River and Letter 
6 Kenny p r o p -  unnecusaly risks to wncenlratin all ground 
7 combat wor loads into Anniston.' Tha! uotc is from bichael 
8 Sandujk . Chief, Special Analysis 0hce. Headquarters. Air 
9 ~ a t e n a ? ~ o m m a n d .  

1 0  I know we've been ve,q careful here today to talk 
I I about acce table nsks. I think there's a tremendous 
12 difference L e e n  acceptable risk and unnecessary risk. S o  
13 could ou respond to that slide, GEN Shane? 
14 [A slide is  shown.) 
15 BRIG.ADIEP GENERAL, SHANE: Well. the first !hing I 
16 would say 1s I drsagree wlth 11. I thlnk unnecessary IS a 
17 lenn that is subjective in nature and views one's own 
I8 pcrsonal o inion. Now, whcn wc lookul at that and we s h a d  
1 9  that with b r .  Sandusky -- and we're very well familiar wi(h 
20 the 4 3  rcent requirement for wartime requirements. I thrnk 
21 if you E k e d  to h ~ m  what he w o d d  tell you IS the fact that 
22 there are  surge capability a1 Annlston hecause -- that allows 
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I forth and so on. 
2 In m view, and the numbers show this I k l ~ e v e ,  
3 it was pm&nt for us to close Bayonne. We didn't n a d  
4 Bayonne. The West Coast is not quite a s  rich without ports 
5 for any number of reasons, not the least of  which is harbors, 
6 which is reall not mly profession. but that's a fact on the 
7 West Coast. !3ecaust: of  that. I felt w e  needed Oakland. 
8 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: When you say you didn't 
9 n d  Ba onne, d o  ou mean because of  Sunny Po~n!'! 

1 0  GENERAL {U LLIVAN: I can use sunny ~ o l n t .  I car 
I I use Charleston, Savannah. W e  outloaded the 24th out of  
12 Savannah. Charleston. Wc can usc ihc Gullports. Galvcston. 
13 tiouston, on and on rlnd on, New Orleans. We've got 
14 Jacksonville. 1 mean, there are  a lot o f  rts that we can 
I5 use. The Marines have Blount Island. E e r e ' s  just a lot of 
16 capacity. 
17 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Now-is there a problcrn, 
I8 though, getting Into clvrllan port ~f n o  nat~onal emergency 
19 is declared, not in the use o Haiti? 
20 GENERAL SULLIVAN: Not in the case of Haiti. I 
2 1  outload out of Savmiah  all the time, and w e  haven't had any 
22 problem, Wilmingtorl. T h e  Marines, we're in and out of 
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I us to do the workload that we have pmgrarnrncd. So that's my 
2 comment. 
3 COMMlsSioNER CORNELLA: But now you can see thmugh 
4 the slide what w e  have to deal with. 
5 MR. WEST: Commissioner, may I add a point? 
6 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Yes, s ~ r .  
7 MR. WEST:. Once we consolidate at Anniston, it is 
8 our predlct~on it will operate at abo~it  7 8  percent of its 
9 capacit with just one shift working one normal eight-hour 

10 day. 7 b p e m n t  of its capacity. 
I I COMMISSIONER COFLNELLA: You mean alter this -- 
12 MR. WEST: After rtie consolidation. 
13 COMMISSIONER C0F:NELLA: If the BRAC follows yorlr 
14 recommendations, it will st1111 only he on one shift 78 
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I Wilmin ton and Savainnah and Charleston all the time. 
2 C8MMISSIONER CORNELLA: Could I havc thc slidc Tor 
3 the 12 Division Forcc:, please? This is  the slide that we 
4 were bnefed by the Army ~n Oakland when we  made our has 
5 visit. It shows the I;! Division Force and we  were vven the 
6 argument of the necessity of  Oakland Arm Depot k c a u a  o 
7 the de  loyment of tht: units out of ~ o l o r a d ) .  Fort Carson an( 
8 Fort &ley. Kansas. Now, as we lo and have moved. you 
9 nientioned a 10 Division Force. b m  not sure where they are 

1 0  at this point, but could w e  have that slide? 
I I (A slide was sh'own.) 
12 GENERAL SULLIVAN: We'll he close to it. Only I C  
13 percent of  the Army, and, by the way, as you know, I'm surt 
14 vou know. wc denloved about 300.000 to t h e  Gulf four 0 1 , l v  

15  percent? 
16 MR. WEST: One shift. 7 8  rcent of  its ca acity, 
17 eight hours a day. five drys a w e e r  We believe il)can 
I8 handle the waqime requirements of two MRCs by addlng a 
19 second shift w ~ t h  minimal overtime. W e  belleve if we d ~ d  
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15 10 percent of whaiwl: sh$[ed went through Bayonne. ' 
16 COMMISSIONER C NELLA: Wcll, lhcrc s a q~rcslion. 
17 l'm not reall talking about Bayc!nne at the momenl. I'm 
I8 ta lk, ing,abou~~akland.  A c~m?iiss ion staff an?lysls of the 
19 statlonlnn ~ l a n  for tht: 10 Dlvislon Armv auestlons whether 

20 that we could actually exced  lhose rcqu~rcmcnls by expanding 
2 1  to a sevenda operation. 
22 Now, irseems to me lhat weVve given a lot of 

20 Oakl?nd &iny Base will dcploy any combaiur;ils of the 5- 11 3 
2 1  divislon wer ro'ection? 
22 GGERAL ~ U L L I V A N :  Well. there*s a lot of other 
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I units other than divisions that woul!l o. M hunch is -- not I my hunch is but the facts are yes. d e  w o u h  s u s h ~ n  the 

as we have in the p i t  out of Oakland. W e  would also 
Suttle-Tacoma and Lon Beach. Ism not diminishing the 

i nww;ity for those pons, bu f tho= ports aren't under my 
a coqtrol. O 4 I a n d  ir. Oakland, y?u know. was y d  as the 
7 W o r  recelvlng point for casualtres In the last war In the 
8 Pacific. So, In our 'udgment, Oakland is important. 

COMMISSIO JER CORNELLA: I believe that there is a 
lo necessity sometimes to pay for readiness. Can you tell me 
1 I how many ships wen1 out of Oakland and how many wcnt out of 
11 Bayonnc in 1994? How many ships were sent o u ~  of thosc two 
13 ports? 

GENERAL SULLIVAN: I can't tell you. I'm sure I 
I i could 11 for you. 

OMMISSIONER CORNELLA: I can lell you. I've ot 
I7 it right hen .  You can check my figures for me.. Out of 
la  Bayonne 88 ships wcrc dc)loycd, and out of Oakland 16 ships. 
19 Arc the savings greater tor closin Bayonne o r  for closrng 
a Oakland and closure costs? ~ ~ h h a n e ,  d o  you have that 11 
21 your fingerti s? 
22 BRlCAglER GENERAL SHANE: I don't havc that. I can 
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I provide it for the record. 
2 COMMISSIONER C0RNELL.A: I think we're rapidly 
3 running out of time, fortunately for some. Nothin was meant 
4 by Bat. Don't msundentand that please. &lking about 
s Prckett. In,dian!own Gap and ~ h a f i e e ,  85 to 95 rcent of  the 
6 raluclton IS gomng to be -- I should u y  85 to 9 G r c e n t  of 
7 the infrastructure will be enclaved, condoned. 
8 Isn't it true that the bulk of the savings will 
9 come from personnel reduction not infrastructure reduction? 

10 I know that s the desire of the Arm lo get out from 
* underneath B a t  overhead. I pean. 3 think we've covered 

pat. M y  weren't you able ust to go  through a manpower 
ductlon because you're under threshold, and address that? 

111 1 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: I'm not familiar with thc 
IS nunhers of 85 to  90 rcent retention of infrastructure w ~ t h  
16 regards to these instnGtions. I think the agreement that 
17 wc had with the National Guard is we're going to reduce thosc 
In 10 t h ~  hare minimums that they needlo perform the training 
19 requirements. We're work~ng  to detlne, number one,, the 
20 training requirements and, number two, trying to d a l d c  
21 exactly what the d~ves t~ ture  level IS golng to be for those 
21 ins~rllations. 
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I had another installation that we wanted t o  remove, that w e  
2 could take some off. We did not have those o p t ~ o n s  In regard 
3 to, for example, a maneuver biue. If ou  had to make these 
4 recommen+tions t a l a  , would there & any chunge on  
5 consideration of one o f t h e  iar :e active duty maneuver bases? 
6 GENERAL S U L U V ~ :  No. 
7 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Okay. Thank you very much 
8 for your time. 
9 CHAlRMAN DIXON: I: thank you very much, 

lo Commissioner Cornella. 1 apologizz to the Army for running 
1 1  over a little, although we're going to accomrnqdate the Air 
12 Force prec~sel on t~me.  We tl~ank you for h ~ n g  ve 
I3 forthright in a 8  of  your remarks. Good luck to y o u l % ~ ~  
I4 Sullivan. 
IS  GENERAL SULLIVAN: l'hank you, sir. Thank you, Mr. 
16 Chainnan. 
I7 CHAIRMAN DIXON: IYe'Il have the Air Force. God 
I8 blws ou, General. 
19 b a n e l  excused. ] 
2 0  CHAIRMAN DIXPN: I hare to r y e s t  U u k  the mom be 
21 cleared 10 a quiet and tlrnely m m e r  In order to keep on 
21 schedule. Please clear the room in a quiet and orderly 
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I manner. Please discontinue visitation and clear the room m 
2 a quiet and orderly manner, ladies and gentlemen, so that w e  
3 can ~ccommodate, m a time1 wa , the dist~n uishcd Swrrtrry 
4 of the Air Force and the bcie?of the ~ i r % o r c e  and others. 
5 Please clear the room. 
6 Ladies and gentlemen, we will now hear from the 
7 Secretary of  the Alr Force Sheila E. Widnall. With 
a Secreta Widnall is  c h i e f o f  Staff of  the Air Force, GEN 
9 ~ o ? l d % .  Fogleman. W e  also have MG J.D. B l u m ,  Specia 

10 Assistant to the Chief of  Staff for Base Realignment and 
I I Transition. and James Boatright. Consultant to the Secretary. 
1 2  If the Air Force re resentiitives will lease stand 
I3 and raise their right h m ~ s ,  I'll administer rhe oath. 
I4 Panel sworn. 
15 b HAIRMAN b IXON: May I ask if the roup of you 
I6 would have any objection - the time shown is IO:L!to ll:15. 
17 We're.gettin sllrrted a little bit late -- ~f we  run just a 
18 few mnuteskate. but we  will not impose lnto the lunch hour, 
19 1 assure you. We thank you all for beln here. 
20 Madnme Secretary, on the part o f b e , ~ o m m i s s i o n ,  we  
21 thank you for the fine cooperatlcm of the Air Force 
22 throughout this process. We arc delighted, Madame S e c a r y ,  
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I COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: BUI l h a ~  would be the muu 
2 on the inshillation, right, okay. Is there any mention,  if 
3 the Army moves to Missouri with Fort McClelland, is then an 
4 intention lo move from live a ents to simulated agents'? 7 
5 know that's been discussed. i r e  you considerin that? 
6 MR. WEST: I don't know the answer to tiat.  
7 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: ~ o e r  that mean you have not 
8 discussed 11 if you don't know the answer? 
9 GENERAL SULLIVAN: I have not discussed it with 
10 anyone. 
11 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Okay. 
I? GENERAL SULLIVAN: That doesn't mean that somcbody 
13 hasn't discussed it, but 1 haven't. 
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I to reco ize you again this morning. Secretary Widnall o f  
2 the ~ I r y o r c e .  
3 SECRETARY WIDNALL: 1"hank you. Mr. Chairman, 
4 members of  this Commission, I apprec~ate the o p  nunit to 
5 appenr before you a ain to discuss the 1995 Air K m e  B&C 
6 recommendations. I ince I was 12,t here, I h o w  that you and 
I your staff have been very bus wrth your rev~ew.  
8 The Air Force has also LIII working steadily 10 
9 mfine the cost and savings analysis a,ssociated with our BRAC 

10 1995 recommenda~ions and to proviclc you with updated covert 
I I products and additional information. This further 
12 consideration has rcconlrnned my view that with an exception 
13 1 will discuss later, the Secreta of ~e t fense ' s  

14 I 4  rsomme?dations.re resent theTtst cholce for raluction of  
IS  excess Alr Fqrce In&tIUcNre, consrdering current and 
I6 future o rational and fiscal requ~remenls. 
17 'I% morning I would like to focus on  some of  the 

is 18 issues that have been raised by communities and your staff 
19 re arding our recommendations. Bec:ruse the Commission added 
20 alf five Air Force depot installatrons for consideration for 

21 That's not oing to k our concern because I don't 21 closure o r  further realignment, and because of  the ve 
ressarily feel t#at we were given the options to -- if we 22 significant potential impact of  tha: action, I will spen 3' the 
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I majority of my time discussing depot.. . 

Let me state at the beginning, 1 stron ly support 
3 the de  t downsizing recommendationj as fbe best and indeed 

1 4 the onP;)really v ~ a b l e  coursefor Rducrng Air Fprce depot 
s infrastmcture and excess logrstics capacity, Thls  
6 recom~ndation.consol~dntes d e  t acfivtties along the lines 
7 o f  techn~cal reparr centers. It re%ces rnfrastructure and 
8 capacity, ensures future efficiencies and savings and, at the 
9 same trme, avoids the very si ificant one-time costs 

to associated with the closurcs o?such large and complex 
I I installations. 
12 Add~t~onal ly,  it postures the Air Force well for 
13 future privatization opportunities. Some have suggested that 
I4  the downsizing proppsal achieves nei!her capacity nor 
15  i n f m t r u c p ~  d u c t ~ o n ,  bu!w:puld simply result in empty 
16 unused bulldings on our loglstlc centers. That clearly IS 
17 not true. 
I R  Early in the process, the Air Force analysis 
19 concluded that there is approximately one depot y i v a l e n l  of  
20 excess capacit and approximately one-and-a-half epot 
21 equivalence orexcess ~nfrastructun mcuurcd by square 
22 footage. 
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Our site surveys have identified over a depots 

2 worth of cxccss capaclt that would bc eliminated through our ! 
3 recommendation. 1n6aqtructure y i v a l e n t  to one-and-a-half 

I 4 depots hpr e n  specificall identi ra l  by building number 
5 for ellrnrnat~on or  eotentlarreuse by other agencies. 
6 As a result o the consolidation and downsizing 
7 initiative, both capaclty and uare footage will. be reduced 
8 dmrptrcally. The refined c o x  and savrngs estimates 
9 prov~ded to your staff, lncludlng some im roved 

to consolidations, indicate a one-time cost o f s 2 3 3 . 5  million. 
I t  annual savings of over $92 million and a 20-year net present 
12 value savings of $973.3 mill~on. 
13 The  consolidatron recommendation also achieves 
14 maximum commodity-specific efficiencies. B permitting us to 
15 locus on individual commodity workloads andto consider thcir 
16 k t  distribution throughout the Air For?, w e  havcbeen ahle 
17 to Isolate and take advantage of  efficiencies not avarlable 
I8 with a total closure scenarko. For example, McClellan has 
19 the.most modem state-of-the-art fac~lrty specrfically 
20 des~gned for repalr of  hydraul~c components. 
21 Under our recommendation, w e  will move hydraulic 
n work from two other depots Into this facility and gain the 

16 manpower authorizat~o'ns,'~i;~Grce closdre scenarios 
17 elim~nated between 12 and 15 nercent of the total ALC 

1 
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I should not be assumled with the clpsure of an Air Force depot 
2 bemuse of the unique characterist~cs of those rnstallal~ons 
3 and our. workload. 
4 F ~ r s t ,  depot-rt:lated positions typically account 
s for less than a third of  the total population at an Air Force 
6 d e p t  installation. Orerational missions, DOD and non-DOD 
7 tenants and other Alir Logistics Center functions account for 
8 a large segment of our  depot base population. The  closure of 
9 a depot activity by itself would not reduce the manpower 

10 requ~red for these olther missions. 
I I Second, w e  d o  not believe the wholesale relocation 
12 of  a depot workload would result in significant reductions of 
13 even degt-.specific manpower. Due to past workload 
14 consoli tion efforts at our de  t, there IS little redundant 
1s execution o f  workload at the f i f e r e n t  depots. 
I6 As a result, most depot-related man ~ o w e r  posi tions 
17 and equipment at t h l ~  closed facilit woul have to be 
18 iransfened to a receiving depot. &re would be manpower 
I9 savings related 1 olterhud and l ~ r r n ~ g e n r n t  functio~ls. but 
20 the are already properly reflected rn the Air Force 
21 analysis. 
22 Although the !suggested use of higher assumed 
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t manpower savings rnay be appropriate for small, single use 
2 depot maintenance facrlities, this approach is most 
3 inappropriate for thc: ve large multifaceted missions 
4 supported on Air ~ c l r c e % ~ i s t t c  center installations. 
5 Assum ions rcgardin;g manpower savings do not, in any cvcnt. 
6 touch t I: e fundamental concern we facc in contemplating d c p t  
7 installations closure;, that is. the cost to close. 
8 As I have rev~ously discussed, the one-time cost 
9 as-iated with k e  closure of  the depot, even for the 

10 v,anpus scenarios provrded by your staff, are vcry 
t I s~gnrficant. Indeed, the least expensive scenarlo IS priced 
12 at ovec $560 million. T o  understand the full im act of these 
13 costs, 11 is important also to consider their d~stri!ution by 
14 year. 
IS The nature of  BRAC actions r uires that expenses 
16 related to r e l m t / n g  missions and w%load, such as military 
17 construction, be i n c ~ ~ r r e d  early to accommodate the necessary 
18 rn~ssion relocation before a closure can take lace. Our 
19 current estimates of cost across fiscal years A96 to 2001 
20 compared to available budget resources indicates considerablt 
21 budget shortfalls in :some years if the Commission a proves 
22 all of  our original recommendations except the ~irtl!nd 

I8 positions, including 20  perceni of the overhead and over half 
19 of the base-operating support positions dedicated to running 
20 the installations. 
21 More ~mportantly, however, I want to stress that 
22 greater manpower savlngs  cannot be achieved and therefore 
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I benefits of consoli?ation Into this most efficient facilit . 
2 If McCIellm AFB IS c l o s d ,  the entire hydrai~lics wor/hacl 
3 will be moved !o another depot without existing facilities 
4 deq~gned for this function, necessar~ly increas~ng the number 
5 of people required for this specific work. W e  cannot achieve 
6 this spectrum of Air Force-wide, commodity-specific 
7 efficiencies if we close a depot and move every workload at 

that d e  t to a new location. 
9 #e Commission s tal l  has su gested the poslbil/tfy 

10 of  substant~ally increased ravlngs t o m  depot c osures I 
I I greater man wer reduct~ons and faster closure schedules are 
12 assumed. xy have wggtsted !hat the Air Force eliminates 
I3 only seven p t  of depot posrtrons in 11s closure 
14 scenarios. at figure is incorrect. 
15 When measured nronerlv aeainst dermt-related 

I 
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I realignment. 
2 Although we h~ave sufficient funds to cover the 
3 onq-time costs aqsociated with these closures and r a l ~ g ~ ~ r n e n t  
4 ac t~ons  across the e n t ~ r e  pencd,  we have a shortfall In 
5 fiscal years 1996 and 11997 ranging from $50 million lo almost 
6 $250 million each ytm. We w ~ l l  likely deal with these, 
7 short-term problems by delaying clo.wre dates on cer ta~n 
R actions and thus moving expenses Into latcr years whcrc funds 
9 remaln. 

10 We will not be able to d o  this if we have to close 
I t a depot. If a ?epot t~ase  is closed, we  will have a shortfall 
12 across the entlre penod in excess of  $317 million. There 
13 will be no reserve in the later ears to solve the large 
I4 shortfalls in the early years. &is problem would be further 
15 exacerbated if your staff suggestion of accelerated closures 
16 were followed, since more cost.% would be required in those 
17 early ears. 
I8 h e  closure of a depot would have dramatic adverse 
19 impacts on our budget, and necessarily draw essential funds 
20 from top pnority readmess, modernization and qual~ty of 
21 life init~atlves that are so critical to our future Arr 
22 Force. Quite simply, the methods suggested to increase 

I I 
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I viable option. That ~ r o w s a l  would retain a substantlaf 
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i 2 installation without its dwn support establishment.requiring 
! 3 cumbersome scheduling and travel for routine maintenance. 

Pa ve 103 1 savings and make a closure more attractive d o  not ruobve our 
iifficulties and d o  not make closure a fiscally v ~ a b l e  o r  

rationally attractive altemat~ve. \Y pPS I contlnue to believe that a dispassionate review 
I 5 of lhr proposed r+uctiofis in,capncity, square footage and 

t, pzrsonnel, potentla1 efficlencl? and the necessa 
7 c o n a n ~ n t s  Imposed by,operal~onal 9 d  liscal reaxties will 
x Icitd you to the conclus~on that t h e , A ~ r  Force ~ecommendstion 

I. 1t1c 111ost prudent and cost efftxtlvt: altemat~ve. I 
lo gronyly suppoll 11, and I urge ou l o  d o  the same. 
I I I would llke to turn hnelfy to the closure of  Rome 
12 L.h,ral(,ry. The refined costs p r ~ ~ t t e d  lo  you as a result 
13 of our slte surveys are t h e , k t  estlrniites for imp!ement~ng 
1.r &IS rwommzndatlon and Include appro rtate caltbrat~on and 
15 instaIIation costs. This action is cost e k t i v e  and 
16 opera~ionally .sound. with a reasonable payback o f  the 
17 investment w ~ t h i n  SIX y u n .  The closure of Rome Lab is also 
1s an import;int step towar+ the broader goal of  implementing 

' 19 cross srrvrce consol~dat~on of  laboratory assets. 
The recommendation to close Brooks AFB is  likewise 

i l l  uund  and should be approved. The contonement option proposed 
-12 by ~ h r .  Ssn Antonio community. from our perspective, is not a 

I 4 personnel services a n d h h e r  n o m l  da to& requirements 
5 The lar e number of personnel wXb would remain at 1 6 Brooks would not receive ad "ate suppod. The 
r raommendation m close ~ r a s  AFB wrth the majority o f  11 
8 acc~v~t tes  relocating to Wright-Paterson will achieve the 
9 long-lenn reduction in laboratory cnprrcity and infrastructure 

lo uc necd for a reasonable investment. 
As you know, the Air Force is proceeding to 

plcntcnt thc 1993 BRAC rccommcndat~on to close Newark AFB 
f l l  1.4 pursuing an option of rivatizing the workload. We qd a r c  k n  advlsing your r tafrof  the s w u s  of our efforts. 

l j  A'e w ~ l l  continue to d o  so and expect to provide additional 
16 rnformntion within the next week o r  so. 
17 I understand there may be some confusion as to the 
I d  Alr Force position concerning the 1995 Secretary of  Defense 
19 rccommcndation regarding Letter Kenny P m n y  Depot. Let me 
20 make clear the Air Force is not seeking to have a share o f  
21 thrc workload at Lekter Kenny moved to the Ogden Air Logistics 
2 Ccntcr The Air Force fully supports the [)OD rccommenda~ion 
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I Force programming business. I think I understand out- u r  
2 programs and I would tsll you t h a ,  d u ~ g  the p r i +  O ~ F Y  
3 96 to 2002, all the services arc  ~n a cnttcal 8"""1 '9 
4 terns of limited rocurement funds, overall DO fund~ng but 
I any additional Rnding that get laid in as a result of  not 
6 considerin the fiscnl outcomes of  base closure actions. 1 
7 think, will%ave a tremendous impact on our program. 
8 I think the Air Force has been at the forefront of  
9 DOD closure and realignment efforts. I've wid before, since 

10 the 1988 Base Closure Commission, we've saved $18 billion. 
I I Thntls 71 percent of all the DOD savin s to date. We have a 
12 proven lrask record. I think we know !ow to d o  this. 
13 Having said that, I would like to acknowledge as  
I4 the Secretary has, that the Air Force h a  w o r k 4  with both 
I5 DOD and the.Commission to modify the SECDEF's original 
16 rtxommendatlons as a result of  s ~ t e  surve s and further 
17 informatioy. Particularly. the Secretary k mot ioned  
18 Ktrtland Air Force Base. 
19 The other one that we have continued to look at is  
20 an out rowth of the FY '93 BRAC, and that is the 
21 for r u f i  nment of  the Air National Guard and Air % Z t i a l  
22 ~ e s e r v e k n i t  at OpHare Field, in light of  Air National Guard 

p p p p p  
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I rind the enhanced cross servicing that it achieves. 
7 As the Secretary of Defense has communicated to ; you, the recommendation to realign Kirtland AFB n o  longer 
4 rcprrsents a cost effective measure. W ~ t h  this one 
5 csception, I strongly urge the Commission to approve the 
o Stiretary of Defense's recommendntions to close o r  realign 
7 Air Force instilllation. 

- 

S. I would like now to turn to GEN F o  leman to provide 
9 aJJitiona1 comments on various operation3 considerations 

!o r c l a t d  to the recommendations. 
:I CHAIRMAN DIXON: And we thank you, Secretary 
i l  W~dnal l .  
. 3  Wr're deli hted to.havc GEN Fogleman, Ron Foglcmnn, 
:a Chic lo t  staff of the Alr Force, with us ta l ry .  
: 5 GENERAL FOCLEMAN: Mr. Chairman, members of the 
:o Comnl~ssion, thank you for inviting us here this morning. 

The United States Air Force renlizes that there's a 
:a n d  to reduce excess infrastructure if we're oing to meet 
9 our  w u r i t y  needs in the future, but we also k i n k  q d  
14J bel~evt: very strongly that this action must be taken In n 
:I ',.xiill responsible m e r .  

I've spent a lot of y u r s  of  my life in the Air 
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I and Air Force Reserve recommendations, as patt of  this 
2 program. 
3 My purpose in k i n g  here today, Mr. Chairman, is.1 
4 want to ex ress o rat~onal concerns over the expanded list 
5 of potentiay Air Ece installations for realignment and 
6 closure. T o  one degree or  another, I may be off-base here. 
7 but 1 think that -- 
I! CHAIRMAN DIXON: You'rc never off-base, General. 
9 Tell it as it is. 

10 GENERAL FOGLEMC: Well, I.tell you, Mr. Chairman, 
I I 1 don't thlnk that the operational consrderatlons were fully 
I2 voiccd strongly enough before the '!)3 Commission, and I think 
13 there was a mistake nude  as a result of that. It was a 
14 mistake that we chose to live with. It was.the law of  the 
1s land, and w e  have supported that. But 1 drd not want to have 
16 anybody misunderstnnd where the operational Air Force was 
17 coming from on the issues that are here, and so that's why I 
I8 am here today. 
19 First and foremost, I'm dec;:pl concern& over the 
20 addition of Grand Forks Air Force i a s e .  T w o  o f  our  unified 
21 comnundcn, ClNCTRANS a d  CINCSTRAT, have indicated the tom 
22 of  this base would seriously impair their war-fighting 

Page 1 
I think we owe it to them to give them t h e ~ r  

i 3 to provide you some back8round on  this 
4 issue. I hope that it's not one of those tnvented here" 

I 5 syndromes. But two years ago we be an a rebasing effort, 
6 a KC-135 fleet, to fonn core air r'efuefing wings at  rand 
7 Forks Fairchild and McConnell Air Force Bases. 
8 b e  drd that because the world has changed. Tbe  
9 manner in which we have organized our forces has chan ed and 

10 the days of penny- cket KC-135 outfits beii co lar118with 
11 bomber outfits. t E t * s  Cold War s1:uff. g e e ;  In a new 
I2 envtronment. We restructure. 
13 We car~ful ly organized and located these Iar er 
I4  wings to !a lp3  ~ o m e s  of scale In operatrons. fogistiss, 
IS organization in wartime as well as peacetime missions 
16 requirements. I think the actual olwratlons at G m d  Forks 
17 over the past year-nnd-a-half have'confirmed these 
18 advanta es. 
19 d i r e o v e r ,  the base. ponwsser unique 8ttributes that 
20 enhwce its value as n core tanker wing. It offers some of  
21 the bes! infr+tructure in the Air Force for lar e tanker 
22 ilwts, lncludlng rr very modem hydrant retketng system, a 
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I large ramp, and a recently r e s u r f a d  runway. 

- 
Its north central loca t ~ o n  read11 supports our 

3 nuclear deterrent posture and our  g loGl  crisis. r esponse 4 capability, 111s it offers the abilit to  econom~cal y 
5 service noWrrn air  refueling t racL in essentially 
6 uncluttered a ~ r  space. 
7 Closin Grand Forks would eliminate t h e  benefits 
8 and it w o u l k d d  turmoil to our tanker force, whlcb has 
9 suffered in h e  closing and realigning of  12 tanker bases 

10 since the initial BRAC m 1988. Last summer 1 had 67 rcent 
I I of the Air Reheling Force in PCS status as a r u u r o f  that 
12 realignment. 
13 We have now come lo closure on these core bases 
14 and so a decision to blow up one of  these core bases and 
IS start to move those assets around will not only have a 
I6 negative impact, operationally but i t  will also impact 
17 adversely on our people, who Lave been drawn through a 
18 knothole in this business. 
19 My second concern is that of  looking at Guard and 
20 R c s m e  activities in base realignment and closum: Again, I 
21 think the Air Force track r q r d  in total force u t i l~za t~on  
22 of  Reserve and Guard forces IS unequalled. We've spent a lot 
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I at O'hare International represents a g m l  solution, perhaps, 
2 to the C-130 rtion of this We had o n  ~nal ly 
3 recommend&oking at P i t x ? i p k  the c l o y r e  % ut ,as we 
4 ploved forward in our negol~atlons w ~ t h  the C ~ t y  of ~ h t c a g o ,  
5 it now a p r r s  as though there may be a solution on the 
6 horizon w erc closing thc C-130 unit at O'Han and moving thc 
7 KC-135 Air National Guard unit down to Scott Ficld would work 
8 out to eve o?e's benefit and allow us to go  back and clean 
9 up some F? 9 3  o r  '93 Conviss ion  activ~ties. 

10 On the other hand, I d!sagree with any action tha! 
I I would result In the lnact~vatlon of  the Reserve F-16 unlt at 
12 Carswell Ficld. Co-location of the Navy and Air Force Reserve 
I3 operations at this location, as per the '93 BRAC Commission 
I4 recommendation, I thlnk has p a d  off very, very well. 
I5 For  the Air Force Reserve, this represents a very 
16 cost-effective tenant operation In a location that has both 
17 real recruiting v d  retention activities. The  unit's 
I8 focalion on a mil~tary installat!on will ~ e s u l t .  I think, in 
19 few savings to DOD from 11s Inactlvatlon. 
20 Remaining Reserve unlt are really necessary to 
21 flesh out our Air Force force structure requlred to sustain 
22 thc growing Reserve contribution to the Air Force contingency 

I operalions around the globe, and so that's why I woulcr 
2 stron ly urge you to irnpct no morc than one F-16 and one C- 
3 130 keserve out theie 
4 I would tell yournthat 1 share Secretary Wi?nallls 
5 fear that attem ting I ~ O  fix our excess ca aclty wlth depot 
6 c~osures  wou~J't,e extremely costly. I tLnk  It would 
7 adversely impact Air Force readiness and modernization 
8 efforts, particularly I I ~  w e  tried lo accelerate such an 
9 effort. 

10 In particular, w e  have come to re1 increasingly on 
I I rapid d r t - l e v e l  r q a i r  and return capagilitiililicr under our 
12 so-call lean logis t~cs program, which is a model program 
13 for DOD. It has allowed us to significantly reduce the size 
14 of our installation intermediate-level repair shops and 
15 enhance the deplo ability o f  our  combat units. 
16 C a n  uenth,  I, w1l1 tell ou  that the entire Air 
17 Force pcnI8eadersill  s u p p o d  Air Force depot downsizing 
18 as  the b a t  recommetlktion of  this action. I bnng this up 
19 intentionall , because there's apparently some word out there 
20 in the s t r e e ~ s o m h o \ v  that there r a division between the 
21 senior Air Force leatlership, that the blue-suiters may not be 
22 supporting this. In fact, a couple o f  my four-stars have 
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I of time and effort making this work. 
2 In all deference to one of your commissioners, he 
3 laycd a role. Commissioner Davis had mc assi ncd to the Air 
4 heserve Personnel Center y a youth, and 1 k d  the 
5 opportunity, as a young major, to learn a l ~ t t l e  bit about 
6 Air Reserve Personnel act~vities. 
7 I learned the Importance of  knowing the 
8 demographics and the comectivit to communities and, as 1 
9 have grown up in our Air Force, 1 have mm to appreciate 

10 that one of  the reasons that these Guard and Reserve u n ~ t s  
I I can contribute so much to active duty Air Force day-to-day 
12 operations is because of  their ties hack to those 
13 communities. 
14 The  Air Force Reserve and the Air National Guard 
15 are experts on demographics, basing, and recruiting, and s o  I 
I6 t h ~ n k  w e  should pa attenhon to them when they speak on 
I7 these issues. I thin{ they have come forth. and we*ve played 
18 in a forthright manner during this operation. 
19 S o  I would strongly urge that w e  support GEN 
20 Mclntosh's rccommcndat~on that we close no more than one F-16 
21 and one C- 130 Reserve out~ht. 
22 Now, the opportun~ty to inactivate a Reserve unit 
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I as our 'oint ilot initiatives begin to mature. I 2 f h e  d i t e d  Stales Air Force is goin to i n c r a s e  
1 its pilot roduction 52 rcent between ldb6 and the year 
4 2002, anfwe have lookc%closely at this bccause wc have had 
5 some concerns a b u t  the rate at which JPAT aircraft would 
6 come on,.some of the other aqsurnptions that mi ht be made 
7 ha. at t h ~ s  point, we t h l d  that t h ~ s  is a reason?gle risk, 
8 tf you will, to continue with our  recommendatron and, ~f we 
9 are to close a UPT base, w e  support our original -1 sis. 

10 As 1 conclu?e, Mr. Chairman, I tell y p ,  I t h l n l  
11 it's im rtant a aln that I remind the commlssloners that I 
12 r.cu&yse~fBom considerin h)e small a~rcraf i  basts an' 
I3 Iahralunes,  b@ on a ruling ty our general counsel. So, 
14 w ~ t h  l h ~ s  overview, slr, I am prepared to answer your 
IS questions. 
16 CHAIRMAN DKCIN: Thank you very much. GEN Foglct~~nr~ 
17 and Secreta Widnall. 
18 The  air has lo answer several phone calls out 
19 here. I'm oing to aslk my colleague and friend, G E N  J.B.  
20 Davis, to c ia i r  in m absence. 
21 C O M M I S S I O ~ I ~ R  DAVIS (presidin 1: A lerrihle 
22 respons~b~l~ ty .  to be the first questloner an3  the Chair, at 

Page I I 
I bccn namd by name as rccommcnding to thc Commission somc 
2 other activit . 
3 I will fell you, unless you know something I don't 
4 know. 1 spoke to boLh of  those entlemen - one within the 
5 last 24 hours, the other within t i e  last 3 0  minutes -- and, 
6 as  we  confirmed last week when w e  got together at  the Foul 
7 Star Corona, the Air Force senlor leadership supports our 
8 approach to thi? depot downsizin 
9 The last ~ssue I'd 11ke to taksbout  is. I would 

10 like to reconfirm our recornmendallon for closure of  no nior 
I I than a single under raduate pilot training installation. 
12 That is , .Reac Air f o r c e  Base. 
13 Alr Educat~on imd Training Command is determined 
I4  that we  have excess capac~ty of one undergraduate pilot 
15 trainin .base in the n l r r  term and, based on our assessment, 
16 ~f the dttr Force must close a UPS. base, we  thlnk Rwsc IS t i  
I7 right installation to close. 
18 1 understand t h ~ s  recommendation has k n  sup ) r t d  
I P  by every analysis perfomxd by our  staff, the air star;. the 
20 Joint Cross-Service Croup far  d?ergraduatc Pilot Traiping 
21 We should be able to meet our a n t ~ c ~ p a t e d  ilot product~on 
22 requirements during the FYDEP with one lcsa {PT installation 
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' 1 on  the order of  $320 million. 
s 2 As we move into this 1 would say, very uncertain 
3 budget c l i m a t ~  that we  see k f o l e  us, 1 think our goal is to 

: 4 keep our significant moclernrzatron programs on target., while 
5 mvrding today's readiness and uality o f  life. Even In the 
6 of c~rcumstances, we think a i s  is oin to be a tou 
7 chn1Ienge. To be faced with a shortfalkon h e  order o f  $20 
x rnillron over this is simply going to make this much more 
r difficult. 

10 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: And s r i f i u l l y .  what 
* =daunts would ou  at I m t  take a look a 

SEcRE-rAKY WIDNALL: Well, I'm not prepared lo kind 
reprogram here on the s t. Actuall , the.Chief has had a 6 more experience wrth IG. I don't L o w  rf ou  want to  

15 try to respond to that question. We would n d l o  look r t  
,6 11; that's clear. 
17 GENERAL FOGLEMAN: ! would only say this that, in 
:a near term, the kinds of dollars we end up talkrng about are 
!Y Ofrhl funds, and O&M funds are direct1 related to readiness. 
-0 So. if you start looking for $300 m i l h n  in the,O&M accoun, 
:I in the near term, you could come up wrth all krnds of  
?1 examples of  how many flying hours does that equate to, how 
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I extra people. .One of  the reas011 why our  d j r ~ t  labor s&ws 
2 so small a savings when we  talk about realrgning depots IS 
3 that we have alrtlld taken the pco,ple. We have downsized the 
4 workforce at our &pots 28 percent since, say. 1986, if 
5 that's a reasonable base ear. 
6 S o  when you star?lmlung for npersonneI savingsm 
7 as a result of capacrty reductrons,.those people aren't 
8 there. When we talk abou[cap~~crty reductions, we're talkin 
9 about work stations and burldrn ;s which, under our 

10 we fully intend to get rid o f  md doynsize. 
I I 1 guess I also want to emphasrze that we believe 
12 this proposal sets us up for future realignment under the new 
13 leadershi that is c o m n g  into AFMC and also for some 
I4 privatizalon initiatives. W e  intend to continue to be 
15 creative at reducin Air Force infrastructure and w e  think 
16 thts gepot proposafscts us up to be able to d o  that over the 

I: c0m'n81!~rs~ FOGLEMAN: Dlr. Chairman. could I comment 

I Page l I 5  
I I the same time. 

1 very much i prtriate the.statements of the  
P r c l a r y  and the ~ & e f ,  ?nd I Bmk our pmitrqns are very l c l a r  rn that rocess. I wrll deal pro abl wrth just two 
r sutyccp, m k n s  sure that I don? hog alr the time on Air 
6 Fl)rcc issues. 

Madam Secretary, your position on the de  F" h" a b d n  vzr consistent and very clear, and I woul h o p  maybe 1: ,)u wou!d indulge me a I~t t le  fv tasy  here, or whatlrf 
lo L u x  the questrons keep comng.  an! we're certarnly 
I I rdponslble not only to our own conscrence. but 10 the 
12 congrzssional delegations and the compunities. 
13 If we were to close one depot .-- ~t doesn't make 
14 any difference, the cheapest one to close -- let'sjust take 
15 that for an exam le. It doesn't make any different which one 
I6 it is. What w o u h  that d o  to your out-year budgeting? You 
17 s a t e d  that there would be some shortfalls, but what tm acts 
I8 r u v U  that hare and what kind ofthings would you haw. to 8 
19 to your bud pet to mana *e that rocess? 

o S E C R ~ T A R Y  W ~ N A L ~ :  Well. I think. as I stnlul in 
;I1 my testimon even excluding the whole issue of environmcnlal 
;12 COSIS. whickis a complexity, we're talking about shortfills 

19 just on the de t thin 7 
u, COM&SION%R DAVIS: Y=, sir. 
21 GENERAL FOGLEMAN: I very much a preciate the time 
22 that the commissioners have spent out there rooking at our 
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I SECRETARY WIDNAIL: And, of course, for us the 
2 bottom line is that we view this as a totall unnecessary 
3 expenditure. that does not provide m y  realvalue for the Air 
4 Force. 
5 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Yes, ma'am. So you would 
6 probabl characterize it as at 1 1 ~ t  painful, if not very .y 7 painful. 
u SECRETARY WIDNALL: Yes, I would say very painful. 
Y COMMlSSlONER DAVIS: Then, there is  krnd of a 

10 folklore out that the h r  Force could, rn fact, close two 
I I depots and still -- 
12 (Lau hter.) 
13 COM%ISSIONER DAVIS: How would you c h a ~ c k r L c  
14 that? 
15 SECRETARY WIDNALL: It's ridiculous. 
16 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Thank you, Madam Secretary. 
17 SECRETARY WIDNALL: Maybe we should tnlk a little 
I8 bit about how we actwlly m u r u r e  capacity. There is the 
19 stateme?t that we have an "exw:ss ca acity of one-and-a-half 
20 d e p t s .  What that means is square lbotage and work 
21 stations. 
22 I want to make it very c1e:ar that w e  d o  not have 
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I nwch RPMA is that for hu.ws that will not get to  go  rn and 
2 rctpair facilities, et cetera. 
3 Then, if we're responsible, if we're'forced into 
4 this, what we wtll have to do IS, rather than srt here every 
5 yzar and have this casca4e of unfunde<! O&M fall on us and 

: 6 try to fix 11 in the executron year, we srt down and we'll 
7 procram that out. And the way you end up doin it.is, you 

i a e n d u p  looking at all your p rogram and, tn all lifcelrhaxl, 
! 9 procurement is  going to end up being impacted by thrs. 
: o $300 rnillron IS about the kind o f  mone that you 

I s p n d  on. totally on JPATs in one year; rt1s t i e  kind of  
' .? rnancy that we spend on our precision munitions mgrarns; it's 
. J  a h w t  the magnitude qf.the money that we'll & spendin 

4 thc conventional munrtrons upgrade progrnm for the B-f On 
i . 5  h>rnhzr. 
; .a  So it's hard to .my, "Yes I'm going to trade this 
i .; o i i  or that off. " What you md up doing IS, you g o  in there 
I:$ wJ, - in  an era in which we're supposed to be recapitalizing 
:? the force. PU just end up pushing that u r ther  out to the 
22 nght  and t e eople en? up operating erther in less than 
:I 0 t~murn frcilties o r  with less than morlern equ~pmcnt. 

'~1's the kind of impact. 
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t inst+l!ations. Anybod who h.as +n to one of our air 
2 logrs!rcs centen and darac ten .zs  rt as s depot b q ' t  been 
3 lookrng around, a n d 1  don't thtnh: that's the case w ~ t h  the 
4 comssr .oners .  1 thtnk there's a lot of people that 
5 characterize, 11 that way because tlney've never been there. 
6 Our arr logrstrcs centers are megabases. You know 
7 that. In fact,.they.nre the kind of' installations that this 
8 C o m s s r o n  IS trytng to get us to bulld. They are tryrn to 
9 get us to put more than one activity, maximize the use of 

10 rarnp s ace, et ceterd. 
I I \ee have done that in  the .st and, as I tried to 
I 2  say before the Commission in t f e  *st, this isn't a case of 
I3 the arsenal by Fort whntever. at ~ { n d o w  Rock. This is a 
I4 megrbase that h u  +XI built over trmr as a result of  past 
I S  base closure actrvitres. We've co~~solrdated on there. 
16 That's why we  have so many tenants that need to be moved. 
17 That's why we have operational ntissions on these bases. 
18 And, as you know, when yomu start gettrng down to 
I9 !he depot part of  that, it becomes n very small p m  of these 
20 ~nstallations. I just, hope that, as a, result of  the 
21 commissioners' visits out there, that that's come through 
22 loud and clear. 
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I COMMISSIONER DAVIS: 1 very much a preciate you 
2 givin me the latitude to lay some what-ifs L u s e ,  
3 clear? we  need to hear trle v i y s  of the Secret+ and *e 
4 chic?& that subject, because 1t.s been a very d~%cult 

subject. 
The  last subject area I'm going to deal with is 

UPT. G E N  Fo lernan antJ I, in a previous life, spent a lot of 
time in UPT an8 working the models to  sort of  drrsribe what 
our out- car UFT nquircmerits are and, as GEN Fogleman knows, 
especiafiY as !he wmmander of  AMC, $e v a p n e s  of thqse 
figures s o m e t l n y  depend on-a lot.of thlngs such as the pilot 
retention rates, ~ncreased alrlme h n n g ,  the requtrernents 
for the Air Force Reserve, because they account for certain 

I4 folks coming out. 
15 And every lime I get. ready to say that w e  ou ht to 
16 c l o y  a urn base. y palms start a sweat, s i m p ~ y L a u s e  I 
17 was In that UPT bulrdup when we went from non-V~etnam to 
18 Vietnam and found out that in the first year it cost us more 
19 pilols.toincrease our.capacity, because we had to open up 
20 capabll~tles that w e  d ~ d  not have. 
21 You slate in our statement that, in fact, Air K 22 Training Command as - and you've looked at, it and I know 
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I think we  can do it within the FYDEP ?nd meet the h u i h  up 
2 that we  have plannuj.' And 11 1s rqu l red ,  as  a res!llt of 
3 how much we  throttle back. You know the dynamics. 
J Beyond that, il gets very soft, out beyond 2002, 
5 looking at what our r uiremenLs are across the force, but we  
6 do know, q x x i f i c a l l y ~  uard and Reserve requirements are 
7 going to o u . 
8 c o R u L l o N  ER DAVIS: I have one other p t i o n  on 
9 UPT, and I'll submit that for a formal answer. 7 m drunk 

to with p w e r  with this Chair. I've e x d e d  my time and so 
I I I'll have to pass. 
12 I'm goin to deviate slightly and go  to 
13 Commissioner I! ling, I~ccause he has an appointment at 1 1.15, 
I4 and then I'll come b(ack to my ri ~ h t .  
IS COMMlSSlONER KUNG: k n k  you. You know, I've 
I6 still got a roblem with this d e  t issue, and I'm sure you 
17 realiac thara lot of  uu do. and f?m not trying to be 
I8 obnoxious with it o r  anythin you want to say. 
19 But. Secretary wldnalf you !qtified that, the 
20 biggest factor in closln an alr l o g ~ s t ~ c s  center rs the 
21 inrt~al u front cost rmcfthe mvolvement there. 
22 S~!CRETARY WIDNALL: Mm-hmm. 

122 1 it's not just AETC, but it haplxns to be XLO, when sornc or icr 
2 folks have looked at it. 
3 How confident are you that, if we  close a UPT base. 
4 that we  will have sufficient ca aclty -- You r a l d  that we 
5 will increase significantly in t fk  out years -- if a sur e 
6 would be required, and ~f we  did not continue on, i?we had 
7 qm halt in the .?intness of our  UPT? Can you give us  your 

vlews on that, d l e f  lease? 
9 GENERAL F ~ L E M A N :  Well, a ain. 1 tried to very 

10 carefull craft m words there. that I thine, withi? the 
I I FYDE{ w e  wilrprpbabl have the u p a a t y ,  but it's bared 
12 upon soma assumpt~ons a k u t  domg busmess d~fferently than 
I 3 we d o  today. 
14 It assumes, for instance, that the ilot bonus 
15 rogram continua,  as it is t a l e  , and $s a p m g m  that wc  
16 e v e  to  come fight for and revafidate every year. If that 
17 progmm g a s  away, then our  retention rates are  going to g o  
18 down. 
19 It assumes that there is n o  great increase in 
20 airline hiring, that we  sort of stay with what we*ve been 
21 through here recently jn steady state.. There are  those who 
22 will tell you that the a~r l lne  busmess IS about to reach a 
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I COMMISSIONER KLING: And yet. secretary berry 
2 recently, ~n hls d e c ~ s ~ o n  to w~thdraw the recommendat~on to 
3 reali n Kirtland, tha~t really f r d  up about $270 million -- 
4 278,t think, to be exact -- in closing costs, u front, and 
5 addmg this amount to the 127 million cumentry pro'ec1ed.a~ 
6 the w s t  of c los~ng  arr Alr Force de  t really would provide 
7 $405 million of up  front costs a v a i G k  right now, o r  70, 8 0  
8 percent of  what ou have. 
9 Wouldn't &IS have some &ring on how you lcn)k at 

to closing a depot, in light of  your statement about the up 
I I front costs? 
12 SECRETARY VJIDNALL: I bclicve the numbcr that I had 
13 in my testimony is that w e  would still be short roughly $300 
14 million. But I guess one of  the ways I look at it is there 
I 5  are actually a lot of  similarities between the reason why 
I6 Kirtland was too expensive to close and why a depot is too 
17 expensive lo  close. 
I8 It has to d o  with thebig MILCON bill.for moving 
19 tenants an? rnovln ac t tv~t~es .  The  earher Air Force 
20 successes In BRAE - which, as the Chief mention+, y e  are. 
21 to date, res nsible for 70 percen! of  the DOD savlngs rn 
22 BRAC -- a r t  of thal had to d o  w ~ t h  the fact that w e  were 
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I dro -off int in their senior ca tain ranks, but it's a 
2 littI! bit f i e  the mythical shortfEl1 in pilots -- it's 
3 always another year out. 
4 One of  the very concrete thin s, though that does 
5 ive me concern, and it falls slight& outside the FYDEP, is 
6 B e  fact that, in order to sustain our Air National Guard and 
7 our Air Force Reserve units, today roughly 50 percent of all 
8 of our aviators that leave ac:tlve duty slgn u w ~ t h  the Air 
9 National Guard and the Air F o r a  Rusnc; so [fat kccps thcir 
10 requirement for initial pilot training lower. 
I I They are startrn to see .some dro -off in those 
12 numbers and have, in$act, within the ~PYDEP, c o r n  in and 
I3 asked for additional pilo! training slob. We have been able 
14 to accommodate those wr th~n  the FYDEP. 
15 But in the year 2 F 3  and beyond. because we  have 
16 been s o  few pllots In the early 1990s, if the Air 
I 7 Reserve and the Guard were able to capture I00 percent of  all 
1 8  pilots leaving active duty, they would not be able to fill 
19 their cockpits, and they will have to come for more pilot 
20 trainin . 
21 8 o w  I1ve probably just confused the picture more, 
22 but it's within those assurnpt~ons that w e  say, "Okay, we  
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I closing force structure bases at the .same time we were 
2 drawing down force structure, so wc did not have a big MILCON 
3 bill to transfer force !itntcture to another base. 
4 As we looked at the Kirtland realignment, a lot of' 
5 the expenses -- really, the majority of the expenses -- had 
6 to d o  with building new facil~ties A)r tenants on that hase 
7 who were perfectly ulell-housed where they were, and that's 
8 true at a depot as  well. 
9 As the Chief mentioned, I think, there are !hrw 
10 types of  personnel who are on a typical alr l o g ~ s t ~ c s  
I I organization: 
n There are the pcm le who d o  the actual depot work. 
I3 There are the people w% d o  B e  air logistics work, which is 
14 the ~nventory, the paris, and all of that. Those two 
15 together represent, .say typically, 50 percent of  the base 
I6 personnel. 
I 7 And then there are the tenants, and these tenants 
18 are 'ust an incredible variety of units. T h e  have 
I 9  facilities requirements. l h e y  use big simuLtors. They have 
20 good facilit~es. S o  orie of the fundamental bills you have to 
21 pay is the big MILCON bill for moving these tenants, rq we1 
22 as for moving the specialized equipment that each individual 
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Our conclus~on IS that that s ~ m p l y  d o a  not make 
p s e ,  that there a n  other ways to u y  those resources -- 

the downsizi.ng in place. !he sort of  nddlng oneself of  
5 excFss build~ngs, set t~ng 11 up for future downslung, which 
6 we ~nlend to pursue aggrzss~vel over the years ahead, and i', 7 also gives us  a base to explore t e ure of excess facilities 
a by the surrounding civilian community. 

Much of the work that we  d o  in our degqts is 
10 o h v i o a s l y a v i a t ~ o ~  related. There's r big avlatlon communily 
I I out there rn the c ~ v ~ l i a n  world. There m y  be some 
12 opportunities at spme of these installations to d o  public- 
13 pr~vate partnershrps that would allow us to get some of  our 
14 work done by the private sector, in new relationships, as the 
15 R ~ C S  and Missions Comrnirsion has rccommcndcd. and also I‘, 
16 facilities for those private sector partners to  d o  
17 work lor the civilian world. 

So we see a lot of opportunities. What doesn't 
19 maks sense to me is simply replicating really g d  fiscilitias 
20 at o ~ h e r  ~nstallations. 

COMMISSIONER KLING: 1 understand the up front 
22 cosls ;ire the big thing, of' course, anrl we d o  have some 
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I screen? 
2 SECRETARY W1DNAL.L: Mm-hmm. 
3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: 'The chart that has the tiering 
4 evaluation -- d o  we  have that here? Apparently w e  d o  not 
5 have that one. 
6 SECRETARY WIDNALL: I think I sort of know this by 
7 heart. Let me just make a few points about the tiering. 
8 First o f  all, it's im rtant to remember that t h e  
9 tierin ba!icully IS a g o q r b e t l e r ,  best sort of tienng, 
10 that t iere  IS no bottom, ln the :sense that they're 
11 alphabetically listed. 1 believe we had two air logistics 
12 centers in the bottom tier. 
13 I would say that the tiering, to me, r e p r w n t s  
14 what I would sa is the platfonn for 'udgment, that you take 
15 the tiering and t i en  you begin to ap jy some .udgment. We 
16 never just cut thmu h and simply cl!ecked of# thrngs i.n the 
17 lower tier and said %hates our list.. We always a p  11ad 
18 judgment -- o rational considerations, environmenel 
I9 c o y e m s ,  an81she specifics of what was actually going on in 
20 an ~nstallation. 
21 S o  1 g u m  the answer to your question is, of  
22 course I support the results of  the Air Force analysis that 
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I figures, though that we're working up that show t h a  h a  
2 savings are really quite, quite substantial and very, very 
3 olatenal, on  closing the base. 
J And, you know, I've visited, I think, every one o f  
5 the depots, and every tinla I went to some, I saw a plating 
6 operdtron, I saw a painting operation, I saw a mach~ne  shop, 
7 and I recognized and I also saw a s p e c ~ a l l z d  hydraul~c unlt 
8 at one lace, and so forth. 
9 {ut common sense kind of tells you that we  don't 

10 need all those lating and machine shops in some of those 
~ p e r a t ~ o n s .  d a t p s  where I c o r n  from. 

SECRETARY WIDNALL: That's right. 
COMMlSSlONER KLING: I ~ I s o  h o w  o f  an instmce (h111 ?!ntly of a company that has a fulfillment center and a 

15 depot operation - a service com any. They bought another 
16 company that had the same iypu ofopemtbn, that was losing 
I7 a lot or money, but they bought it knowing that the would be 
I8 able to close that one down and move a into t i s  one, taking 
19 a loss of millions to mak~ng a profit of  millions. And 
20  hill's really kind of  what we're looking at. 
Z I  I know we can argue that, but that's where I come 
?? from. 

1 I I 
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I alloy+ us to identify b- thak were in the bottom tler. 
2 but 11 IS only the b e g m m g  of  our process, 11's not the end 
3 of 11. 
4 COMMISSIONER KLING: Thank you. Just last - can 
5 1 have one fast question? 
6 If you turn to Brooks Air Force Base, and we  were 
7 looking at that there's a one-time cost to close Brooks o f  
8 $21 1 million and a savings of,$32 mllion. 
9 And, ~f you would consrd~:r even the cantonment 

10 su gestion of the community, the cost to close oes down to 
I I $ A  million and the annual savings w down h m  3 2  to 17 
12 but, if Y O U , ~ O O ~  thalmone and apdied t h ~ t  l y g e  up  front 
13 mone agam to closing a L t ,  m d  ap lyrng ~t there, you 
I4 woul lwel l  have covered your cost of  cTosinsing one depot from 
15 the bud et s!andpoin! and you would stdl have mntenally, 
16 matenah hlgber savmgs; and 1 guess that's where we're 

$om. I: cOrmn!ECRETARY WIDNALL: Lei me make a rmark  about 
19 that. I'm not sure -- 
20 COMMISSIONER KLING: Excuse ~ n e .  The only rcason I 
21 say that is Brooks is certainly a fine operation there, and 
22 it's something we can a11 be p r o ~ ~ d  of, I'm suer. 
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I SECRETARY WIDNALL: L a  me just respond that your 
2 cxample, in fact, characterized the essence of our proposal. 
3 We do intend to combine like facilities. 
4 Our consolidation is oriented to avoiding 
5 duplication, consolidating like workloads at a n g l e  
6 facilities -- the one that it mikes the most sense. That's 
7 not without cost. We estimate an investment of  over $200 
8 million to accomplish that, but a net present value in 
9 savings of close to $1 billion. 

10 COMMISSIONER KLING: The overhead costs, by closing 
, I  mtirely. there's an a w h l  lot saved. YOU h o w ,  we  can argue 
12 that, I m sure, different wa s ,  and I a preciate your R 13 comment, but let me just id you m o t  er quesuon. 
14 If we were oing to suggest the closrng of  a de  
Ir d o  you S U Y I ~  by % e  h r  Force s tiering evalution? /?be 
16 were going to recommend that a depot close, would you stand 
17 by the tierin evaluation, presently? 
I S  SECRfTARY WIDNALL: I ru pass I depends a liitlc 
19 bit on how ou view the urpose o?the tiering. 
20 CHAlgMAN DIXOJ Ma l intern I, Madam Swrctnry? 
7'  SECRETARY WIDNALL: ~ m - . R m m .  

C H A I R M A N  DIXON: COUM we put t h a  graph up on 11,s 

9IY' 
1 
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t SECRETARY WIDNALL: Right. And, of course, our 
2 depots are also fine o rations. 
3 COMMISSIO$R KLINC;: You better believe it 
4 SECRETARY WIDNALL: And I guess, in the c&e of 
5 Brooks, we see some real s nergism withln the scientific 
6 coynupi t i es  at Wri ht-~atrcrson and Broqks that will be 
7 gamed ~f we  move tkose rcse~rch~ers to a sln le place. 
8 We also see some quite subs tqda l  pm%lems 
9 associated with the cantonment, which I tnd~cated in my 
10 openln slatement. S o  that IS a pro sal we  d o  not support. 
1 1 4 ~ .  BOATRIGHT: If I ceuf?just add one a d d ~ t ~ o n a l  
I2 comlncnt them, with the cantonment, we don't close anything. 
13 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you very much. Commissioner 
I4 Kling. Have ou concluded? 
I5 C O M M ~ S I O N E R  KLING: Yss, I think so. 
16 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Comrnlssioner Cox. 
17 COMMISSIONER COX: Thank you ve much. CEN 
I8 Fogleman. I really d1dn.t mean la get Into 8FT bases, but if 
19 1 could ':st follow up and ask for some information for the 
20 record,\ m concerned that.your comment that one of  the 
21 assum tions that you're using in I>el~ev~ng that you have 
22 enougR capacity In uPT bnses even if you closed one is based 
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I GENERAL BLUME: Yes. 
2 COMMISSIONER COX: 1 am concerned bccausc I havc 
3 an R&D budget itern justification sheet for the satellite 
4 control nehvork, and rt was in a 1994 study which 1 
5 understand, in som: ways, is overtaken by events. 
6 However, w h , ~ t  it shows is that basrcall , b e t w e n  
7 !994 y d  the ear 2001 and conlinuing after &at -- 
8 rndrcatrng tharthe FL&D will not be complete even in the yea, 
9 2001 -- roughly $1 billion being spent on this system. 

10 I'm not sure that that's not inconsistent w ~ t h  the 
I I 'Wc already know w k r c  we're going and wc'U havc cornpldcd 
12 it in the year 2q01.. I 'ust want to  ask you to comment on 
I3 that. Maybe tlus IS a different program. Why don't I just 
I4  give you a w of that? 
15 GENE& BLUME: I qan't compent  on that s 
16 thing, but I would like to have it. and wrll l m k  at for giliC. 
17 record. 
18 COMMISSIONER COX: I'll be happy to send that to 
19 you for the record. 
20 Then moving on, just to also int out that the 
21 dec-ing cost savings %t ~ ~ ~ ~ l $ c b a n ~ e s  from you all on 
22 Onizuka, as I understand rt now, get the annual savings down 
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think the commercial airlines appreciated that then and may 

-1 f 

- - 
well in the future. 

S o  if vou wouldn't mind ~ r o v i d i n e  that for the 
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I on the last, I think you .said, couple of  years' retention 
2 rate e. to commercral arrlrne hrnn 
3 As you undoubtedly know, $e airline industry has 
4 lost $13 billion in the last five ears. W e  didn't d o  too 
5 well in the y u r  o r  hvo before txat. W e  have viduall h i n d  
6 no one in the last five years and very few in the couple 
7 years before that. 
8 I'm concerned that if your retention rate is brwJ 
9 on us only hrnng the amount of ]lots we've hired rn the 

10 last five, seven even ten yean, &at it n?y not be 
1 I realistic. The $AA, as you know, p d l c t s  an enormous 
12 increase in pilot hinng,  In every year for the foreseeable 
13 future.. I don't know rf that's true o r  not, but that's therr 
I4 predrctron. 
I5 So I would be interested if you would provide for 
16 the record what those retention rates a re  that you're usrn , 
17 how much, w h a ! y o u l d . ~  the impact o n  capacity jf the &AA 
I8 projections for arrllne hrring are, rn fact, true and rf we  
19 use sort of prc-1989 commc~~c~al airline hiring f p m  the DOD. 
20 I was at the Department of Transportatron for many 
21 y ~ r s  when the DOD was tctrribly concerned that the commercial 
22 arrlines were benefitting from your training o f  pilots, and I 

- 
record thaiwould be he1 fu!. ' 

  EN Blume, I wouyd 11ke to ask you some questions 
about Onizuka. I understand that you all have propose? 
real iping Onizuka at thrs moment, and are  not proposrng 
closln it, for a variety of reasons. 

b n e  of those reasons is that you agree that we  
should have dual-node capacity and you re  leaving the 
facilities there for a not1 of time while ou  develo a 
dual-node ca acity t E t  could be used at &con, anf tha t  
that d u a l - n d  capacity includes networking dual-node 
capacit as well. 

&en would you believe that you would have the 
dual-node, single-srte capacity available at Falcon, o r  in 
some other form? 

GENERAL BLUME: First, let's say that we  feel 
strongly that a dual-node control satellite nqde has k n ,  
dunng the Cold War, a realrty and a necessrty, but 11 wrll 
not be required in the future. 

As you recall, in the briefing that you and I both 
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from 30 million to about 16.1. Is that thc COBRA numbcrs arc 
those just our numbers? 

GENERAL BLUME: That's right. The recurring 
savings is 16.1. 

COMMlSSlONER COX: Grwt. Thank you very much. 
Other savings numbers that have chan ed -- and, Mr. 
Boatright, maybe this is your area -- t i e  most recent Air 
Force estrmate for tine one-time cost to close the Rome lab 
has increased from $52.8 million to $79.8 million. Our own 
Commission estimales estimate that cost a t  about 11 8.6 
million. 

Assuming we're right, the Commission estimates 
versus our latest ~ ~ t i r n a t e s ,  which have come u p  as well, we 
also rduced  the anr~ual savmgs from about $13 million to 
$5.9 million, and that increases the return on investment 
period from 6 to 3 1 yea?. 

Presunung we  re nght for a minute -- and I 
understand that you don't necessarily presume that we're 
right -- would ou vvant to close, b a d  on a 3 1- ear return s; on investment1 would  ou still recommend that. 

MR. BOAT RIG^: I W O U I ~  tell you that a 3 I - y e a  
return on investment is not a good return on investment. I 

I' 
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I sat in, the communications function o f  that capability will 
2 be retained at Onizuka as long as required to support the 
3 tenants that are there. Thc: dual-node capability will not be 
4 r a p i r e d  at the closure of, or ,  excuse me, the realignment of 
5 On~zuka.  
6 Therefore, this architecture, the communications 
7 network architecture that you're referring to will come on- 
8 line about 2002, 2004. and it will be in effect at that lime; 
9 and that will negate the rec uirement for even the 

10 communications portion o! the dual capacit 
I I Now. there will be a single node at g i c o n  Air 
12 Slation. 
I3 COMMISSIONER COX: But we will have the ability for 
14 a redundant system, I guess you're saying, by the year 2001, 
I J 2002? 
16 GENERAL BLUME: That's right. It wouldn't be dual, 
17 i t  will be multr-faceted, yes. 
18 COMMISSIONER COX: Right. And Id me just ask you 
19 a qucqtion, because my understanding had been that you were 
20 working toward that and that, in fact, those costs were, to 
21 a great extent. already accounted for and. therefore, were 
22 not in our COBRA costs, obviously. 
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I would tell you that lffe strongly disagree with the cost 
2 nurnhers and the savlngs numbers you're using. 
3 We have gone through thew numbers ver . very 
4 carefully. We've done site survey up there. d e l r e  very 
5 comfortable that we., in fact, can carry out this closure 
6 action with the costs, and we'll realize the savings that we 
7 have rejected. 
8 %e believe that il's jlill a very c o ~ l - e f f ~ l i v e  
9 ropoql .  From an operatronal s tqdpornt ,  rt 1s one of !he 

10 &W actrons that's being taken that IS truly consistent wlth 
I I the cross-servicing that we're trying to achieve within the. 
12 Department. We thilnk that's a very important considerat~on 
13 here. 
I4 COMMISSION'ER COX: And wc apprcciatc the work that 
I5 you all have done with us to go through these numbcrs and ttlc 
16 Tact that you have than ed them whcrc ou believed thcrc were 
17 change.. necessary an$, obviously, t k t  process will continue 
I8 right up throu h June 22nd. 
I9 MR. B ~ A T R I G H T :  One other c o r n t i o n ,  if I could 
20 You ave us a number that indicated that our cost of c~osurk 
21 was 89.8. 
22 COMMISSIOIVER COX: That's the number I have. 
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MR. BOATRIGHT: I think il's 79.9 is the number 

hat I have. 
COMMISSIONER COX: Oki~y. I'll check, on that. 
Two 0 t h ~  just real q u ~ c k  qumlons,  to follow upon 

s some lnfonnat~on that we've seen. 
Secreta Wldnall, . ~ f  the Commission does reject -- 

which is pure? hypolhet~cal at the moment - the 
recommendation to close Reese Air Force Base, for whatever 
-son, do you believe that we should close another Air Force 
Ba% or would you recommend that we simply not close one? 

qFCRETARY WDNALL: I would recommenJ that you no1 

Page 142 ' 1 COMMISSIONER CORNEILLA: You cvcn have concerns, 
, 2 though, about closin one UIYI' base? 

3 GENERAL FOtLEMAN: I have signed up to, and the Air 
4 Force and the ATC has signed up to, closing one UPT base, 
5 because we  think we can meet the requirements within, the 
6 FYDEP, as  I've said for our p t ~ p l e ,  w ~ t h  the assumptrons, 
7 again, that 1 have a red  to rc~vlde to Commissioner Cox. 
8 COMMISSIO~ER COAELLA: We've all h a r d  argument 
9 that downsizing saves more money than closin , and I will 

10 add, in some instnnces. have you cvsr considered tfat for UPT 
I I bases? . . - - - . . - - . 1;; =lo= one. GENERAL FOGLEMAN: I think there's a different util 

COMMISSIONER COX: Not close one at all? Thank I involved m UPT bases. I 
YOU. And then, in sort of the same vein, GEN Foglcman, if wc 
d o  not close Bergstrom Air Force Base 9 recommended, o r  
R ~ r v e  Base, as recommended by the Air Force. would you 

14 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Secretary Widnall, in your 
I5 opening statement I believe you mentroned !hat the 7 r r c e n t  I 
16 that was figured was across all tenants. not lust the A C . - 1 i7  mommend that we  close an altemative or that we  not cltise 1 1 7  ~ersonne l  6 r  the dew! mrsomc:l. I .. - - - -  I;: "Y? SECRETARP-WDN~L:  Right. 

GENERAL FOOLEMAN: Well. the problem that the I :: COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Can you tell us what the I 
20 Reserve is they have a force structure in the 5 hter 
I I  b u u n o s  thates coming down. They have to c 6 s e  a tighter 
2 2  unrt. 

20 percentage is of de t 
21 SeCRETAR&/%-%feI~r cou* ALS prsonncl 
22 which 1s both the ALC part and: the depot part, 11 s a number 

t 
! Page 140 i I COMMISSIONER COX: And if we  didn't close 

- s ~ n ~ m .  how would you accomplish that? Would you want us 
3 to c ose something el*? 

i 4 My understand~ng, for example, is that MC Mclntosh 
5 has said that if Bergstrom is not closed, the Air Force will 
6 wx its own conversion actions to ma:! the F-16 program and I 7 presumably would prefer that they do it that way, rather than 

' x w= closc Dallas-Forth Worth. Cnrswell. or Homestcad. Would 
1 9 you concur with that? 
i 10 
2 , .  

GENERAL FOGLEMAN: Ye9 I would. 
COMMISSIONER COX: Thardc you very much. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank y w  very much, Commissioner 

qlll Px . Comm~ssioner Cornella. 
COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Thank you, Mr. C h r i m n .  

;IS General Fogleman, I know we've had some discussion 
'16 on  UPT. I'd like to continue along those lines, if we  could. 
I7 You n~cntionul the JPATS, md I'm not sure we rnentionul thc 
i n  JPATS in regar! to the Navy's training requirement, but I've 
19 been to14 that  fa turbo j ~ t  aircraft is chosen for the 
10 JPATS arrcraft canpr+te, rns ted  of  a turbo prop, that the 
11 Navy';pnmary tralnrng capacity would be reduced. 
22 ould you be prepared to nbs0r.b additional primary 

I 1 
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I in the ran e of 12 to 15 percent, so  it is certainly in the 
2 ballpark o t  other l v g e  depot closures b the other services. 
3 A aln. I r e m d  you that the w o r ~ l o a d  r+uctions. 
4 the p e o j e  have already been redue+. So. in crther 
5 r e a i ~ p l n g  or  closlng, we're not loolung for major direct 
6 labor drawdowns, because we have already been there, done 
7 that. 
8 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Well, then I want t~ 
9 follow up with a question ri ht along the lines o f  why we  

1 0  might need the amount of  la%or that we  have. 
I I As we  visited each base containing air  logistics 
I2 anter, . the resented data they are operating at 
I3 approxtmaLP one-half of  their 1987-89 capacity. For  
I4 example, botb Tinker and Kelly arc rmintatnin engines at 
15 approximately 2 million hours each versus 5 d l i o n  hours of 
16 capacit that the have. 
I7  OW can !&I be cost-eff~(tive, to downsize when 
18  both r uire si ~n i f icmt  overhead? 
19 ~ C R E T X R Y  WDNALL: I guess, in order to do that, I 
20 might.ask Mr. Boa~ri ht or GEN Bllumc, because it's the whole 
21 questlon of how dicfwe make the cholces on the different 
22 commodities and whether o r  not it is prudent to retain 
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I trainin for the Nav if R w i e  Air Force Base was closed? 

. 2 ~ E N E R A L  F ~ L E M A N :  We would have a limited 
* 3 cvpahility to d o  that, I guess again, as  I looked at the 

4 assum trons that I've said there, because what. we  have said 
r IS. wrtK the assurnptions, within the FYDEP if we  close qne 
a h w ,  we can meet our r uirements and we have a ver slim 
7 .urge rrpdhility !hat cou%. in theory, be used to absorL 
8 more Navy trdlnln if we had to. 
9 ~ o M ~ l S S l f 3 k i E R  CORNELLA: I'm getting the im rusion. 

i0 from m ur l re r  co-nt, too -- you sard something a k n s  
- : I  these Irnes, and I thlnk 1 have one word correct, and that s 
:I the .must.* I t  says: -If the Commission must close a UPT 

j ;3  base" -- now, has the recommendation of the Air Force 
t i4 changd?  
' 15 I GENERAL FOGLEMAN: What I was t ing to put in 
10 conlert there is, back to the Secretary's point, 1 7 ~ o u ' r e  
:7 gorng to close a UPT base, we think the analysrs,says Reese 

1s the base to close. That's really what I was trying to get 
13 to. 

14 

COM,MISS~ONER CORNELL*: Y w  cridcnlly have cornem 
21 about closrn even one UPT base; is that correct? 

G E N ~ A L  FOGLEMAN: 1.m  so^? 

--- 
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I ca acity to d o  eogines at two different places. That's sort 
2 o& readiness issue. as well as m efficiency issue. 
3 I don't know, Mr. Boatright, if.you want to respond 
4 to that. It's a real detarl of  our plamlng. 
5 GENERAL BLUME: Let m~: comment, 'ust for a second. 
6 And that is the fact that, you know, the realignment and the 
7 Air Force option was to realign, to consolidate all that 
8 workload, but to retain those two particular elements, one at 
9 Tinker and one at Kelly. 

1 0  But there's a lot more then:, at either Tinker o r  
I I Kelly, than us! the englne workload, so  you can take one 
tr piece of it. but that IS a consolidi~t~on, and there would be 
13 many, many other consolidations, as you know, at the other 
14 depots. 
IS MR. BOATRIGHT: I think that our whole proposal t( 
16 realign and consolidate is, we have !&en and looked at, 
17 across,the Air Force depot structure, looked for those 
18 activrt~es that have the greatest polential for manpower 
19 savin s through consolidation, and what we've done IS, we've 
20 put t&t ackage together to create a very cost-effective 
21 proposaf' 
22 Now, if you tnke and close a depot, what happens to 
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2 sort of  sh~ft lng fields and contnbut~n !o other ro ects 
3 that are in the Aeronautical Systems Blvlslon a/)dr ight-  
4 Patterson. So I think, in fact, it would have a synergistic 
5 effect. 
6 COMMl?+lONER CORNELLA: As we've visited many of 
7 those t of ~nstal la t~ons over the ast few months, we've 
8 l e a r n d g t  not m y  of  the highly L h n l c a l  people really 
9 want to  make a move. 

10 Now, can you tell me the percenta e that ou've 
I I projcctcd of personnel from Brooks that wou~d actuaiy move, 
12 other than military people that would actually be assigned to 
13 move? 
14 SECRETARY WIDNALL: I don't have that number. Do 
15 we have an estimate for that? We'll have to provide that for 
16 the record. 
17 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Okay. Then I'd likc lo 
18 finish off with GEN Fogleman. 
19 In the last four years, the Air Force basing 
20 decisions have been stron ly influenced by a one base, one 
21 winglone boss concept. a l t h  a vast amount of  excess. 
22 infrastructure, o r  some excess infrastructure, and decl~ning 
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I budgets, why does it makc scnse for thc Air Force to continuc 
2 to adhere to this concept? 
3 GENERAL FOGLEMAN: In fact, we're not continuing to 
4 adhere to it. and I t h ~ n k ,  if we were,golng to attack the one 
5 baselone boss philosophy, we're d o ~ n g  it at the wrong lime 
6 because the one baselone boss ohilosoohv cost was the un 
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I ou is that ou can no longer pick and choose; ou have to 
2 &e everyl ing out of  that depot and you have & relocate it 
3 somewhere else and. in doing that, w e  create some 
4 inefficiencies in addition to ?me efficiencies, and our 
5 helief is, based on our analys~s, that the real~gnrnent that 
6 we've ro wd is far superior to a closure action. 
7 kd?'s really no more complicated than Bat. 
8 That:s basically what we've gone,.and w e  believe that that's 
9 the n ht wa to go  about dolng thn. T h u c  are very, very 

10 compfex insL11atlons that have an awful lot on them and, to 
I 1 cons~der  closin one in our  o inion, is not the wa to go. 
12  COMMI!SIONER C O ~  The  current ~ r o o $ s  fac~litie. 
I 3 are very modem and built for their current use. In our 
I4 staff visit to Wright-Pntterson Air Force Base, the buildings 
I5 proposed for the Brooks move arc widcs m d  and significantly 
I6 ~nfer ior  to those at Brooks. D o  you L l i e v e  this could y"se 
17 serious degradation of the Brooks mission if the C o m m ~ s s ~ o n  
I 8 accepts that recommendation? 
19 SECRETARY WIDNALL: No, I ra l ly  don't believe that 
20 b a u s c ,  while Wright-Patterson may be widespread, thcy will 
21 be cu-located with the Aeronautical Systems Center, so  we  
22 actually believe there will be a lot of synergism between 
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I it's very difficult antJ expensive to put any other kind of 
2 force structure in there. 
3 COMMISSIONEF! CORNELLA: So 1 would take your answer 
4 to be that philosophjr has changed and, if you had a base tha 
5 had some excess capac:it and you could put another mission in 
6 there, ou would; is t i a t  correct, sir? 
7 JENERAL FOGLEMAN: I f  it madc sense from all thc 
8 other o rational considerations. This is one of those 
9 things 1ff.t I t r ia l  to look at L c  Commission's r q u e s t  for 

to "How would you relocate assets, say, if you closed Grand 
I I Forks?" And the nelrt thing I saw was we were looking at 
12 enny packet stuff -- stuffing a squadron into Seymour 
I3 k h n s o n  or  two squadrons there o r  two squadrons here. m d  
I4 completely undercuts our operational concept and the way 
15 we're doin things. 
16 COMf41SSIONBR CORNELLA: Thank you, sir. I yield 
17 back to the Cha~rman.  
18 CHAIRMAN DIIXON: I thank Commissioner Cornclla. 
19 C o m m ~ s s ~ o n  Steele. 
20 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Welcome. We'rc doing, a lot 
21 of  UPT base talking, and I .tell ou, the R- communlly, 
22 someone along the p,arade l ~ n e  {ad a pretty lnterestlng 
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t So 1 must tell you. Mr. Cornmissioner, I would need 
1 some help on identilying my e x c r s  infrastructure being 
3 drivcn by one basdonc boss. I f  somebody can show mc wl~crc 
4 that's really forcin us  to be inefficient, then 1 will go  to 
5 work on th~s .  but ?think, in the main, where the so-called 
6 inefficiencies had occurred, the were things associaled w ~ t h  
7 the initial stand-u , not so m u d  with susta~ned operaion 
8 and. as a result orot t r  revious BRACs, we've kind of g n  
9 ourselves retty well sknnied down. 

10 I loo! at Charleston Air Force B a a .  You might be 
I I able to shoehorn sonne more airplanes into Charleston and, if 
12 we et C-17s. ( n u t  me, we'll d o  that. McGuire is retty 
I3 welkmarul out with eve thing that we*re doing. h e  same 
I4 thing is true of  our West%)ast Air Mobility W ~ n g  at Travis. 
IS So, as I look around, there !nay be pockets where 
16 thcre would be ?me: ex- ca r c ~ t  but I don't think it*s 
I7 dnven nec-nly by one baseyke kss. For instance, at 
18 McChord Air Force Base, we  have some excess capacity as a 
19 result of fighter force structure comin down. 
20 S o  there was a case where that ffshter force 
21 structure coming dowrt wasn't driven by one basdonc boss. It 
22 was the fact w e  wen: told to g o  to 20 TAC fighter wings, and 

Page 150 
I nrowsal  that said. "!Save Reese. close the Pentaeon." - 
2 ' ' (Lau hter.). 
3 COMf4ISSIONER STEELE: And the steady-stale savings 
4 i f  you ran a COBRA run might really be something you want to 
5 look at. 
6 GENERAL FCSLEMAN: Thev've eot mv vote. . " .  

7 front cost to get peo le move+'around: . 
1 8  I understood t f is  aues t~on  may come up, s o  I went IONER STEELE: We'll note that. It was 
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9 back and I tried to look HI  our infraGtructure 'to see where 
10 one bawlone boss forced us into excess infrastructure and 1 
11 must tell you, when I go  to the large aircraft base 
12 facilities, for instance, I find three core lanker bases that 
I3 are choc-a-block. You can't get an more airplanes onto 
I4 Fairchild, onto Grand F o r b ,  o r  on& McConnell Air Force 
IS Base. 
I6 I see two bomber b a s s  that you might walk the ramp 
I7 and sa -These are under-utiliml, hut you start getting 
l a  into o t ie r  things like tr ing to combine the n u c l u r  bomhers 
19 from Minot with non-n~rc ?' G I ~  lbombcrs at, say, Ellsworth. You 
20 o to a lace like Barksdal~:. You know it's a pretty full 
21 Ease w i k  what we're doing with the B-$2 operation and what 
22 we're doing with some Reserve converstons. 

9 under oath. 
10 Lpoking at the UPT.issue across the Navy the Air 
I t Force, ~f I could, a UFT, ~f -- and thls IS an ~f -- we're 
12 down to three Air Fc~rce UPT base -- and you talked about 
13 incrcasin the workload or thc throughput by about 52 Frccnt 
I 4  through%OO2. 
15 On the one hand, I believe Commissioner Cornella 
16 askcd a qucstion 'Wo~.tld you hrvc room at, sa Colutnl~~ts to 
I7  ahsorb some o f t h e  Navy strike training if (key had a 
I8 sh?*fall?" And I don't e!pect yo" to aiddress the Navy 
19 tra~nlng, but they're maxlng out K~ngsvllle m d  there's a 
20 question of if they would have the capacity they n d  in the 
21 out years. 
22 I guess I'd like to look at the issue both on 
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Columbus, s ifically abilit to absorb strike training, o r  ! 12 reverse o%d, if ou fee you're reall m x i n g  out in 
~ ( I I  6 s  A I , ~  Force, you! a t l i l y  to achieve the &roughout yoti 

.I 4 tor p ~ l o t  training, could the Air Force benefit by the 
5 r~lent ion of  Meridian for ca acity 's sake? 
6 GENERAL FoGLEMAR: Well, as I've said, within tllc 
7 FYDEP. wc can close one UPT base and still have the capacjly 
x to  have some small amount of  surge o r  absorb some training 
9 from somewhere else. 

1 0  We look at that as a s stem, though. We don't look 
I I u tt by base, for a lot of d i k r e n t  reasons. So what we  
12 will end up d o ~ n g  as we build a PFT for the year, then we 
13 h n d  of get b a s e - s ~ i f i c .  But we kind of l .vk at it in the 
14  aggregate, because, 1n.any given year, attntlon will vary by 
15 base, these kinds of things. 
16 So l:rn not repared to try and address a uestion 
17 t t u t  says, ~f we L v e  some excess capacity, i s h a t  excess 
18 a~ acity 1111 at Columbus?" The answer IS no, 11's not 
1 9  tok at Columbus. It's going to be spread across the f!:y:f: 
10 1 m a n ,  that's the way you're goin to spread ~ t .  
2 I And then -- I'm not pre a r d t o  answer the 
22 q ~ e s t i ~ n ,  but we might be a b E  to go back and model it -- 
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I installations for every little personnel matter, everything 
2 they needed to do to et Air Force support. 
3 1 think we woufd be missing an opportunity to 
4 locate the scientific communit1e:s together to get the kind, of 
5 s nergism that we need if we're gotng to move forward In thc 
6 Kture and sort of integrate human factors into aeronautical 
7 systems. 
(I So I think, from the technical point of  view, it 
9 just makes more sense to relocate Elrooks to Wright-Patterson. 

10 COMMISSIONER STEELE Thank ou, Madam Sccrdary. 
1 I Switching to the Northern Tier, GHN F o  Iemq, the 
12 Secretary has notified us that there will be no &termnation 
13 by the Secreta that would r u ire retention of the, missile 
14 group at ~ d ~ o r k s .  11 the?2lst Missile G r w  IS 
15 inactwated, will it be n s e s m r y  to demolish or rerocate 
16 Gran? Forks' ABM facilities, and ?o you know what the 
17 assoc~ated costs would be of deniolish~n 
18 GENERAL FOGLEMAN: \VE havef?oked into this. and 
19 the answer is no. We have been told there will be no 
20 requirement to demolish or relocate that ABM facility. 
2 1 COMMISSIONER STEELE. Under the  treaty, the State 
22 Department checks off on that also, that we don't have a 

Page 15 I I -Given that you had excess capacity of IW sip, how many of 
2 them would you think would be at Columbus, then I think we 
3 could go back and give you an answer to that. But I can't 
4 answer that here. 
5 COMMISSIONER STEELE: I said Columbus specifically 
6 k a u . s e  of their capability to also train, for strike, should 1 7 u-e need to d o  that. 

GENERAL FOGLEMAN: But all our bases, under our 1 : SUPT schcrne that we're p i n g  to go to as we continue to look 
110 at how we beri this down -- I mean, Columbus will have thal 

.pahilit - we'll have that ca ability at other laces also. 
C ~ ~ M I S S I O N E R  STEELE: Okay. l f i t ' s  ail right, I 

y lollow up with a uestion in writin ''!"' '' GENERAL m ~ % M A N :  Okay -rRiwould tx useful.  
/ I5  COMMISSIONER STEELE: -- to try to bring the Navy's 
! 16 comments last week and your thoughts on this together. I t  
17 would be very helpful. 

, I 8  Return~ng to Brooks for a second, if I might, and 
I9 t h ~ s  1s a tad redundant with Commissioner Cox's question, but 

'20 rven that the one-time cost in the Air Force ro 
2 1  f 2  1 1 nlillion to close with a n n u l  suvings of b.p?Ls 
12 Anlonio community's cantonment proposal, the costs are only 

Page 155 1 ; treaty obli ation to demolish? 
GENSRAL FOGLEMAN: This was e sition that was , 3 provided to us by the deputy Eecretarr of  g f e o s e  after 

4 ~nter-agency consultation, so if tt15re s somebody out there 
I 5 that has some additional informalion, they haven't been up in 

6 the net. 
7 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Okay. Switching g a r s  for a 
8 moment, we've heard about a tanker shortfall io the 
9 Southeast. Could you address spxifically what that 

10 shortfall mi ht be and the number of squadrons? 
I I (3EP4EtA.L FOGLEMAN: \\.hat I would kind of refer to 
12 do  is  talk to 11 in terms of we have some numbers 1% share 
13 wlth you, if 1 cou!d, 
14 We look at lt t n  terms of peacetime demand, and 
15 that is an ~ m p r t H n t  d~mmsion.  cetime, p c e t i m e  
I6 demand versus basing. And the : 2 E i : s ~ w  numy alr- 
17 refuelingcapable airplanes d o  you have in a certain part of 
18 the country versus your tankers? 
19 What w e  have in the Southeast is 27 percent of  the 
20 demand is in the Southeast. Without any rebasing, 7 percent 
21 of our ca ability is in the Southeast. 
22 In t i e  Northern Tier, we ha,ve 5 percent of the 

I I I 
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t I I and the annual savings are half of  the Air Force savings. 

. Z  I'll glve ou that, In the long haul, under your 
1 p m p o u l ,  just L k t n g  at thts. and if you dop't count loss 
4 of personnel o r  the uestion o f  perhaps the tnfrastructure 
r n d  being on  par at %right-~ntt with what.they currently have 
6 in San Antonio, you would have more savlngs under your 
7 proposal in the long, long haul. 
x But, if, going to the ALC issue, if up front costs 
9 are our issue, lhis would provide you an additional $200 

10 r n l t k n  that could o towiird a closure of a single ALC. And 
! I wc ?I! know that t#e steady state n v i n  s on an ALC are 
!? s~rn! f~can t  versus looking at the 32 milkon versus 17.6 
! I  rn~llion. 

, ! 4  Lookin at that as an entire picture, could that 
1 1 5  $200 million$ much better spent in the Ion term for the 
'16 Alr Force to o toward a complete closure o f  one ALC? 
117 SECREfARY WDNALL: No, I don't believe so. l view 

?hc ro sal that we submittul as really the o p t i m u m ~ m ~ s a l  
in &e c s t  interests of  the Air Force. Again, I t in w,th 
r - p t  to Brooks, I think the cantonment makes very I~rtle 

qsz. I think it would be very hard on llhe r p l e .  They'd 
e to go driving over to one of  the other no Antonio 
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I demand and 15 percent of our tanken based there but what I e a 
2 Northern Tier gives us is optimurt~ location for the sup rt 01 
3 the. bombers in the wartime scenario. And so we h a v e K n  
4 trytn to work a way to help redress this ~mbalance in the 
5 soul%. This has been this way for ears. 
6 And, of course, that's at the & ~ ~ r t  of our 
7 Malmstrom recommendation, to move those tanken to MacDill. 
8 That he1 s some. It doesn't help a lot. It's 12 tankers. 
9 But it heyps some, and it helps.us work the problem of  we a n  

10 cunentl obligated to ruo an air field at MaeDill Air Force 
I I Base d we have no force structule on it. 
1 2  By the same token, we are obligated to run an air 
I3 field at Air Force Base in a place where we  have excess force 
14 structure, a relatively small unlt thiit we think would have 
15 minimum impact on the people and the unit to transfer it to 
I6 the Southeast. And so  that's really what we're trying to 
17 address. 
18 COMMlSSlONER STEELE: Switching back to Norihern 
19 Tier a little bit, if the Commission decides not to try lo 
20 find a home for the tankers at Grand Forks, looking on1 at 
21 the two missile fields, if we go just back to Minor uul (!?rand 
22 Forks. 
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I COMMISSIONER STEELE: Thank you vcry ntuch. 
2 CHAIRMAN DDCON: Thank you very much. Comm~szioncr 
3 Steele. Commissioner Robles. 
4 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Thank you. Mr. Cha~rman 
5 Madam Secretary, as you said in your openin rcrnarks. thc Air 
6 Logistics Center issut: is the centerpl.ece 01 your d i ~ u s i o n .  
7 I t  is clearly the centerpiece o f  our m~nd .  So I 'm g o ~ n g  to 
8 talk a little more about it, and I 'm  going to try to 
9 crystallize a couple o f  thoughts that I th~nk.we heard ~txlay. 

10 just to make sure that you understand the d~f f icul ty  we have. 
11 The reason I 'm sa ing that is because we have 
12 between now and the z X ~  to gather a l l  the facts. Then, 
I 3  wc're goin to go into 8 votin mods and we want to makc sum 
I 4  we have afl the evidence, ah the numbers we need to make a 
IJ clear, fair, objective (Jectsion. 
16 The second thin I wi l l  say is, as you know, I 've 
I7 spent most o f  my adu(f l i fe i n  the analys~s and numbers 
l a  business, so I have a ]particular interest i n  the numbers that 
19 si~pport your decision. I asked the staff -- all o f  us have. 
20 but I particular1 haw: been asking them -- that I ' m  not 
21 q y i n g  the num&rs are wrong. the numbers are perfmlly 
22 nght. 
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1 analysis comparin each o f  the missile bases, one to another, 
2 lo dctcnnine which fasc was rllc best base, which was the next 
3 best ha*, and right down the line. 
4 We did that anal sls cons~dering a number o f  
5 factors. One water tahe level, because that affects the 
6 hardness o f  t i e  site. and that has something to do with the 
7 survivability o f  the site. When we did that, Grand Forks 
8 clearly comes out as the one that would be closed. That IS. 
9 rt doesn't do as well  i n  that comparat~ve analys~s as the 

10 other sites. 
I I Now. the next one up the ladder is Minot. That's 
12 thc reason why the Air Forcc locuscd on Grand Forks, bccausc 
I3 retaining the other three gives US the best ssible missile 

I 5  
P I 4  field structure that the De artment o f  De ense can maintain. 

COMMISSIONER ST!EliLE: prink ou Surf slip 
I6 a note.that says thal Grand Porks !S the t h r d  -- how fi mc 
17 say t h ~ s  -- the second cheapest, t h ~ r d  most costly, expensive 
18 to run, missile field. I know there's a lot o f  issues 
19 involved i n  this and I don't want to take any more time from 
20 my collea es on this issue. 
21 GEI$UERAL BLUME:  AS the chief said, it is the most 
22 costly, also. 
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I Having visited Grand Forks a week-and-a-half ago, 
2 two weeks a o time is bcxoming a bit o f  a blur here -- 1 
3 was told prefiy much b everyone that day that those missile 
4 fields are lar ely interc~mgeable, which a why the original 
5 recommendaton, though i t  said closure o f  Grand Forks was 
6 n f e m d ,  the Secretary was wil l ing to close Minot  should 
7 fhat letter not be able to come fonvard to us dunng th~s  
8 process. 
9 M y  question is -- iven I know it's an A system and 

10 a B system and there ha§ baen issues that react with the B 
I I system, but they've clear& those, e l  cetera, and the A i r  
12 Force's testimony that there IS not a water roblem at Grand 
13 Forks -- would i t  perha s make sense for I% A i r  Force. i n  
14 the long haul to have t e  ( l om iss ion  close Minot's missile 
15 field, under the scenario wl:'re touching the tankers at G r y d  
16 Forks, to provide you the opportunity ~n a future BRAC m, 
I7 say, 2001 or whatever. to haw LC chance lo move the bombers 
18 from Minot  to close a base., to then save you that operating 
19 cost, i f  Grand Forks is going to stay a place you want to 
20 operate from, from now t i l l  whenever? 
21 GENERAL FOOLEMAN: Fin, of all, I was not aware 
22 that the A i r  Force says there's not a water problem at Grand 
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I Forks, because I can tell you the numbers the show me 
2 consistently is that we're spend~ng considerabry more money 
3 to operate those silos at Grand Forks than we are at Minot or 
4 anywhere else and, i f  they're not spending i t  on the water 
5 issue. I don't know what the re spendin i t  on. i 6 But w~ break i t  out by ase, son ofcost per silo, 
7 and everyth~ng I have ever seen says that 11 is more costly 
8 to o rate silos at Grand Forks than.it is at the other 
9 l o c a ~ n s  and i t  has always been attributed to the water 

10 roblem. So you may havc samc new inronnation that I don't 
I I Rave. I don t know who testified to that 
12 COMMlSSIONER STEELE: Ac!;ally, General. I had 
I 3  always heard that, as well, but 11 was sad pretty 
14 consistently and some or the scnior command had come in also 
15 during my visit and also addressed that issue and said that :: i t  was no longer a problem. 

Say i t  stil l is a problem. How would the cost 
18 compare with ruing a watcr pmblcm on a silo eve X amount 
19 o f  years versus maintaining the operations o f  (Xc base i n  the 
20 long haul? And m time is ex ired. 
21 MR.  BOAT~GHT:  l f  fcould comment on this i n  
22 regard to our analysis, the A i r  Force did a rather detailed 
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I one or two o f  these de ts? 1 
2 SEC,RETARY WIFN~L: Wcll. l think I rcspndud a 
3 that quest~on that cert:l~nl I stand hehind the Air Forcr 
4 tiering. and just to remar l  that our tierin is al h a k t l a l  
5 by tier so that. you know, i f  Kell and dcc le l&n  end u ~n i 
6 the bottom tier, then k: comes &&re M. and so that.5 a[ you 1 
7 can attribute to the relative listin o f  those two bases. ! 
8 But I do view the results o f the  tiering as the 
9 be i nn~ng  o f  a process and not the end o f  a rocess. and that / 

10 is fhe vecy process that the A i r  Force went t\rough ~n ir?tng 
I I to make tts recommen~:lat~on. 
12 So I don't know how else to respond to our 
I 3  I aeqtion, except to sa 1 that i t  is certainly m Lrvont h o p  , 
I 4  tbat you make the "&I decision.~hruuse.l rruly b l i c v s  
I S  that you have the future o f  the Air Force ~n your hands. at ' 
16 least for the near term, and the recommendations that this 
17 Conimission w i l l  make, I believe w i l l  determine the health of 
18 the A i r  Force over the next ten years. 
19 So I fervently h r ~  e you make the right decision. 
20 because, for us, i t  n a pig risk. 
21  COMMISSIONEF: ROBLES: We undcrstand that. and -c 
22 asked the Army who was before you, about r ~ s k  management.. 
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I It's the aqsumptions that I cluibhle with; i t  is the 
2 parameters that 1 u~bb le  with; it is thin T l ike the n u t l i h  
3 o f  years to close. ?he year you shrt the hosure. tho 15- 
4 percent productivity you get when you downsize and 7xrc. 
5 pcrccnt productivit when you consolidate -- on and on and on 
6 and on -- the P ~ J c o s t s ,  the workmen's com cost, tho uholt 
7 string o f  numbers thal are the underpinning L r  this 
8 analysis. 
9 When you do all that, the staff w i l l  show us next 

10 week a rather detailed analysis that shows that there IS 

I I s ~ ~ n ~ f i c a n t  deviation i n  the numbers. So let's just agree to 
12 d~sagree for ri ht now. We have a different set o f  numkrs  
I3 than you do antwe will bc bricfcd on what thoss numbcrr arc 
14 SO, i f  that is the case I uess what I 'm asking 
I 5  you is, we have to take a gbof, serious look at whether uc 
16 close one or two depots, and we're going to look at that. 
17 I 'm  not saying we're pain to vote to do that, but we're 
18 going to take a good, h a r t l o o t  at that. I think you 
19 certa~nl got that. from the tone o f  our discussion. 
10 d question to you is. given your BCEG rankin s a d  
11 given alryour analysi!;, one more time should we n i c&  u i t h  
22 your rank~ngs as we clome to grips wi th this issue o f  closng 
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And, see, we  have two differ~nt  anal wf here.'%'e 
p a v c  a +k-averse solut~on, which a basicr&y your 

maxlmizlng the aversion to nsk so you can have capaPility 
.I for  the out-years, and you have the Army who says, We re 
5 going to be risk takers and we're ioing to go down to ihru; 
6 epots, one of each, and that's it. And so we're wrestling 
7 with [hat. 

Do we have to have a cookie-cutter approach? 
0 .~hsolutely not. But the fact of the matter IS they also 

l o  have read!ness a! stake, just l ~ k e  you do, and so we have to 
I I see what IS the nght answer. And I understand there are 
12 Jifkrent depot structures and there are different cost 

Rut, to the extent that your costs and your savings 
1 5  --your up front costs and your savings --  are not what i s  in 
16 t h ~ s  analysis -- w d  we bel~eve that -- then that makes this 
17 risk strate .y a lot clearer for us to mike a decision on 
la because, (ken, maybe there isn't as much risk. 

Now, capaclty, we'll put up a chart, the capacity 
20 chart. See,  t h ~ s  is what we're wrestling with. 

SECRETARY WIDNALL: You rnay be wrestling with it. 
22 hut I can't see it. 
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I Commissioner, but the one thing vte would ask this Commission 
2 to.keep in mind is, that looks a [  this, is the United States 
3 Air Force has not been out on the street crytng about 
4 readiness. We understand readiness. We have a system we've 
5 built to keep.us a ready force. We understand getting rid of 
6 excess capac~ty. 
7 You all will, I hope, as do this analysis, not 
a try and reinvent how the Air A i Z e  does business, bccause I 
9 think that's be ond your charte,r. You will fold your tent 

10 and o away t h s  summer, and we will get to live with this -- a I I I wi get to live with it -- for st:veral more years, as the 
1 2  Secretary will. 
13  So if, as a part of your analysis, you're 
I 4  iundumcntall changing the way w4: do business, then I would 
15 ask that we able to sit down .and talk about this. 
16 On the other hand. I thi@ that the position we 
1 7  have taken, relatrve to downsiz~ng in place glves us the 
la Hexibilit to do things such as respond to the ~ o \ e s  and 
19 Mission 8ommission o l  doing mort: out-sourcing, p"vatiution 
20 in ace, et cetera, with far less impact on the work force 
21 a n 1  the readiness of our Air Force. 
22 You start closing these depots, and I will tell 
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I COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Well, this is a chart of your 
2 data gorn to the BCEG. Turn the other side around. 
3 SEPRETARY WIDNALL: It's not getting any better. 
4 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Maybe it's clearer on that 
5 chart. 
6 GENERAL FOGLEMAN: Our problem is. we have an angle 
7 ,hot at it. 
8 SECRETARY WIDNALL: That's fine. 
9 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: That chart was repared on -- 

l n  ~ o .  I need the capacit c h m ,  is the one that I'd Eke to 
2. Thev understwcrtheir own rankine svstem. This chart 
*ht there, that chart. Do ou have a c o  y of  that chart'! *Y P SECRETARY WIDNYALL: YG. I L v e  it. 

114 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: 73;s  one? 
SECRETARY WIDNALL: Well, I don't have that onc. 1 i: hut I have this one. 

1 7  COMMISSIONER ROBLES: If you would look at this 
118 chart. g lease, , this is your data that you sent to the Joint 
( I Y  Cross- ervlce Group, and there are two charts. The first one 
120 13 1l1c Air Forcc dcpot maxi~~iu~n plcnlial capacity, and it was 
r I nornlalizul according to your Input; so  we dldn't create this 
1 2  numhcr, these are numbers you gave us. 
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I you, there is no way that you're not going to impact our 
2 combat readiness for a couple years, when you start moving 
3 these things around. 

1 4  Now, is it worth havin it impacted to et the 
I long-term savin s? I mean, &ole are the ~unk of value ' 6 jud w n t s  that &ve to be made. &I+, as y e  lcpk at 11, and 
I wefook at the savings and the fl(:r~b~lity thrs grves us, we 
8 say we've got a complete package. 
9 Now, that's kind of where we're coming from on 

10 that. 
I I COMMISSIONER ROBLES: I understand. I understand 
12 your bottom line and, just so there's no misunderstanding, 
13 we're every bit as attuned to the readiness issue as you are, 
14  and we have made a commitmen1 that we're not gorog to tell 
I S  anybody ~ s c r i b e  how to do things. There's going to be 
16 plenty of road flexibilit as y o l ~  should have as you're 
n required to have as the k d e r s h i p  of the Air $orcs, to d o  
18 whatever has to bt: done. 
1‘4 But all I wanted to make sure of, was to underscore 
20 the point that we're going to come to grips with this issue 
2 1  here over the next four or five days, and this is not an easy 
22 issue, and there is a difference In opinion on the total up 
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I I t  clearly shows that there is at least 50 
2 excess capacity in the Air Force structure by &?% 1999. 
3 So there it is, and that's what we're usln our number. 
4 Then the second chart is just how tkaf s broken 
5 down by depot, and rt shows, ~f you take that capacity and 
6 spread ~t around the depots, so there's clearly no 
7 rn~sunderstwdin in our mrnd that there's excess capacity. 
n So, given &at there's ex- capacity we  are now 
9 trying to come to ri s with -- and yqu s a ~ d  that up front -- 

lo  is it one or  two? t P  you say downs~ring is your preferred 
I I alternative. We sa maybe that's your view, and we 
I ?  appreciate it, and t b t ' s  our professional jud ment  But we 

need to take a look at a d t h e  parameters and afl the 
financial su port data. 

GENFk4L BLUME: I t h i i  we said one-and-a-hall. or 
about one-and-a-half and, if you went to two, there would be 

1 7  some severe disruption, some out-sourcin some things that j l a  would have to do with other services and fkings of this sort, 
/ 19 that thzre was not that much excess capac~ty. 
I 20 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Which1 art: good, right? I 

a n ,  we are loukin to - -  
GENERAL F ~ L E M A N :  We're looking at that, Mr. 

Page 16e 
1 front costs and tbe total savings; and that is going to be a 
2 major impact on thls equat~on. 1 S o  ~f you have any final adjustments, there is some 

I 4 time sensitivit here, so enough on that. ~ s S E ~ R ~ ? A R Y  WIPNALL: L'zt me just remind you - and 
6 I've said rt in my openrng statement -- that, when ou  look 

' 1 at one of  these bases, A i r  Force bases, that we calrdepots 
8 I would say that certainly less than 50 percent of the people 
9 who are on that base are actual1 ~nvolved in the depot, and 

to SO ?!cent of them are i n v o l v d n  some other activity w ~ t h  
1 1  fac$~tres and 
12 A lot of%TE?:cost has to do with moving those 
13 tenants who are needed, they're in our plans, they re part of  
14 what we do, and the cannot be downsized. 
IS COMMISSIONLR ROBLES: I understand. The second 
I6 question is a question that you also alluded to in your 
17 opening remarks, which has to d o  with tactical missile 
18 workload. And you appro nately said that you weren't 
19 lookin for work. We're tRe ones who added the list. 
20 f i e  are the ones who said wt: ought to take a look at 
21 it, based on the last BRAC Commission's recommendation about 
22 more jointness tlnd the fact that we: just want to know if we 

L 1 1 
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I COMMISSIONER ROBLES: I would ral ly like to know 
2 i f  you know of any construction requirements, because it 
3 a p p r e d  to he a service-unique standard for stora e of 
4 mssiles that caused that add~tional construction. fld just 
5 like to et a little insi ht on that issue. 
6 SECRETARY WfDNA1.L: I guess wc'd be glad to work 
7 with the staff. 
8 GENERAL BLUME: That i s  thc way we understood that 
9 the analysis wasr fo rmed.  also and that the requirement 

10 was that, i f  you ad to store all the missiles there. that 
I I there would be a significant cost increase. Is that an 
12 absolute r uirement? 
1 3  CO~ISSIONER ROBLES: And the rnswer is? 
14 GENERAL BLUME: And the answer 1s no. 
15 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: So you would not have to 
16 build those additional igloo:; to meet the same separation 
17 distance and storage requ~rernents that the Army requires o f  
18 ~ t s  stora e? 
19 GlNERAL BLUME: That's maybe a littlc bit dillercnt 
20 question. I'm not sure what wc would have to do. We'd have 
21 to o in  and look at it. But i t  depends upon the concept 
22 tha! you work under. As I understand it, they're going to 

.. -- 
I'age 174 

I industrial capability. 
2 I think what the Air Force i s  saying -- and it's a 
3 cash flow analysis that you're pre<entlnq,to us, really --  
4 you're sayrn that, given the workload t at you have In the 
r Air Force to&, or anticipate, that, through your managerial 
6 approaches -- and they are wrde-ranging, and I won't 
7 categorize them all -- you are trying to s~ze and keep sizing 
R your capacity lo me& that workload. Whatcvcr pcrccnt cxccss 
9 you n . d ,  you'll fi urc that out, but you're optimizing your 

10 capacrt , which i n c h &  peo le. machines, and facilitln. 
I I Jou admit that. ~ x ~ o n f t h a t .  minus the 
12 ou've got some induslr~al capability that is i c p % a t ' s  
13 facilities and machines. 
14 And you're also sayin that you are more willin 

16 idle industrial ca ability as part o f  your everyday 
k '(I 15 carry the cost, or you are w$ling to u r r y  the cost o f t  at 

I 7  budgetin that t%t is cheaper than closin an Alr Force 
I n  depot anthaving to move ractiul ly all tlfe positions, not 
19 the oyerhud, but racticPl& all the pos~!ions that you are 
20 work1"g In an ALE, hrause you have s lud  i t  to 
21 capac~ty and. therefore, thatls an Incremental woR;Z?that 
22 you've got to move in  total someplace else. 

- --0: - - -  
t could, in fact, look at an option that moves tactical missile 
2 workload from an Army depot to an Air Force depot. 
3 We've heard both sidces o f  the argument, as you 
4 would expect. 
5 On the one side, we hear that "It would r uire 
6 much more construction, primarily for addition3 igloos at 
7 H i l l  Air  Force Base, that there are some very large costs to 
8 do that and, oh, b the way, Hill doe5n't have the expertise 
9 or would havedi&culty bullding up the expertise to do this 

10 missile work. 
I I On the other side, on the round at Hill, when I 
12 was there, the told me "It woufd not require additional 
13 igloos, we doKave the capability to do this kind o f  work, 
I 4  wc'vc done it in the ast wc'rc dolng some of it now, and we 
IS could do more in t i e  fhture." 
16 So could you please just give us your thoughts and 
I 7 your anal sis on this whole issue? 
18 SEZRETARY WIDNALL: As i say, I think we would feel 
19 rather relaxed with your ultimate decision on this matter. 
20 You're obviously in  a sition, both by virtue o f  your recent 
21 activities and your bacrround, to make Ulis decision. So I 
22 think we feel comfortabfe with however i t  comes out. 

I 
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I So I 'm going to try to say in my own words what I 
2 think your position is and have you concur or not concur, or 
3 f i x  it, because I want to leave this session with that 
4 understanding, not to suggest that I agree with i t  or not, 
5 but I do want to understand it. 
6 Before 1 do that. I've got to respond to a comment 
7 the general made. It's the second time it's been made in 
8 about two weeks. An14 senior people in government, to infer 
9 that we should make tlie right cholce because we'll be one I 

10 July and, therefore, l o v e  you with a problem, really offends 
I I me in  thrs sense. 
12 When ou take o f f  that uniform, you wi l l  live the 
1 1  rest o f  your 6fe with the decisions that you*ve made, goal 
14 or bad and, when 1 take of f  this Copmss~on unlform, I'll 
I S  feel the same way. So we are worhng very hard to come up 
16 with the right answer, Gcneral, bccausc we do apprcciatc what 
17 i t  is we're doing, whal's in our hands. 
18 1 assure you I won't be goin home 1 July and 
I 9  forgetting about it. 1.11 live wlth t i is  the rest o f  my 
20 life, also. 
2 I Now, this is.what I think the Air  Force is .sa ing 
22 And I want to distinguish between capacity and l d L  

. 
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1 of  operations is. Thal's the way I used to do i t  when I was 
2 in the war-fighting business. 
3 So would ou just kind o f  tell us. could you do 
4 that and would tiere t~ large additional expenditure5 for 
5 construction i f  ou did i t  under that concept or that scheme? 
6 GENERAL BLIJME: We'll look ~ n t o  that for you. 
7 COMMISSIONEIZ ROBLES: Thank you. Mr. Chairman, I 
8 yield back m time. 
9 CHAI&AN DIXON: I thank you very much. 

10 Commissioner Robles. Commissioner Montoya. 
I I C0MMlSSlONE.R IMONTOYA: My commen:~ am goin 10 be 
12 more in that nature th:m asking a uestion, because t i is  is a 
13 final qprrtuni ty under oath to m 9 e  sure that 1 understand 
14 the Alr orce position because to the extent that I 
IS understand i t  and support it, I have trouble with the Army's, 
16 and vlce versa. 
17 The Secretary 01' Defense has given us the dilemma, 
I 8  because we have some: inconsistent sitions in  looking at 
I9 similar activities, an? I'm going to $ -- the engineer side 
20 of me says -- I 'm golng to try to factor through all that and 
21 deliver a consistent vote that SECDEF wi l l  have to live with, 
22 whoever that SECDE17 is. 

Page 17 1 
I take the missiles a art, was ,what you had asked them to do 
2 anyway, or what tge Army's pro sal, that is, was to do, an( 
3 go~ng to farm out art of  the wogoad. 

So I guess w at I would say is that i t  depends r s upon there were two different options. One was the air-to- 
6 alr, the IR misstles. and that sort o f  thin 
7 done there now, and the other one was, think, all the 
8 missile activity was there. 

f * what'"ing 

9 But. i f  you don't store all the missiles there, i f  
10 you store the missjles at some other thlng, my understanding 
I I WRS that the capacrt was there. 
12 CoMMlsslorJm ROB]-US: Okay,. YCII. i f  yo" could 
I 3  give us some feedback on that, the optlon IS very slmpl not 
I 4  spl~aing the two like the Army's pro sal but ta!ci" t i e  f 15 rnis..iles, movin them in their entirer, all the mlssl e 
I6 inventory, to HI% Air Force Base, dolng tlre required 
17 maintenance there. 
18 And then we were told at Hill you don't have to 
19 store them there; it's not an operationally sound concept to 
20 store all the missiles at that base. You would put them out 
21 i n  storage facilities that are geograph~cally separated and 
22 then you would sh~p  them from there to wherever the theater 
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I SECRETAR.Y WIDNALL: Okay, I,Link I can ruppfetr~snt 
z [hat, k c a u s e  I thlnk that you have lald ~t out, but let me 
3 make some additions. 
4 First of all, it is not our intent to carry the 
s Idle capability. We have identified buildin s for 
6 demol~tion, and this really does happen. d e n  I visit an Air 
7 Force Base, I'm always ove joyed to see a building in the 
n s t a g s  of demolishing, because if we d o  not need buildings, 
9 the best thing, after some point, is to simply tear them 

10 -{own. 
So the fact o f  the matter is that we  want to get 
idle capability and, as I often remarked when we were 
BCEG, what I'd like to see us d o  is to turn thls into 

I4 grass. Thatls,got a number of  advantages, not the least of 
15 which is that 11 1s another form of long-term environmental 
16 remediation, to let the land return to ~ t s  natural state. 
17 There is also, of  course, the pssibi l i ty  that we 
i n  can free u some of  either part of t e base o r  some of  those 
19 hu~ldlngs for use by the c ~ v l l ~ a n  community In a publlc- 
20 pnvate partnership and, certainly, in some of our more 
21 rnodcm facilities we would want to look at that. That, of 
22 ccwrss, is part o f o u r  planning that we think will take place 

- - 0 -  

That cost is greater than owning the ca acit , plus 
e idle ca ability, at one place. Thaihsl*s ~ h a ~ ~ o u ~ r e  

CYink I tgink. 
rum a business perspective, there are some numbers 

s that you leave out, and m?ybe that's oka in government. 
6 From a, busin* rspectlve, we would i a v e  Lo cost that idle 
7 industrial c a p a b l E .  We would have to put a cost for the 
I investment we ma& and the can-yjng m u ,  pl"s the 
u depreciation costs, plus the operations and ma~ntenance cost. 

p a t  is not necessarily entirely a cash-flow 
I 1 rnalys~s and, therefore. for you, 11's a sum cost and you can 
12 live with that under your economic model much better than I 
13 could in the world that I live ~ n .  

I think that's what you are essentially saying to 
15 us, is that it's cheaper for you to live with how you've 

.mized and how you've squeezed. YOU can pa for that 1: :$#that isn't being u+ul. ThatBr a better answer t&? 
la trylng to close everything at one place and movlng rt In real 
19 dollars, that you have to spend this year, next year, and the 
20 follow~ng year. 

f i a t  s what I'm hearing, and I want to see if I'm 
21 hearing that correctly. 

7- Page 179 
I for a number of ears. 1 2 GENERAI FOGLEMAN: -- icy treads, as you well 

I 3 remember. 
4 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Ycs. NIF world, we used lo 
5 call it. 
6 GENERAL FOGLEMAN: Yes. 
7 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Yes, sir. 
8 GENERAL BLUME: And let me assure you that those 
9 costs for that mothballing, as you m g h t  say, o r  destruction, 

10 or  whatever, those were captured, as far as the analysis was 
I I concerned. 
I 2  COMMISSIONER MONTO.Y.4: And thatls.what I heard at 
13 Kelly, particularly. that even w ~ t h  those costs mcluded, I 
14 heard a labor rate number that was better than any of  these 
i s  by some considerable amount. So I'm going to ask the Navy 
16 why is the Air Force so much betler than you all? That's for 
17 another da , thou h. 
I n  S E C A E T A ~  WIDNALL: We'vs b a n  asking that fol 
19 years. 
20 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA One last comment, Mr 
21 Chairman. I am really Im ressed wlth your fac~l~ t res  
22 nunqement .  General, in &e Air I:orce. It is a real pleasure 

- --- - - - 

I CENERAL.FOGLEMAN: Perhaps, Mr. Commissioner, I 
2 could add one thln While we are not required, as you say, 
3 to follow the same%usinerr acccunting rules that ou are 
4 it's interesting thdt, within the 1o)gistics bur inas ,  L a u d  
5 of our defense business operating fund actlvlttes more so 
6 than in some of  the operational vnrts of the Air Porce, we 
7 ?re wr~ of required to account dm this overhead and 
8 ~nfrastructure and all that. 
9 And I would ask that, as a data point, perhaps the 

10 Commission o look at the services and how they have done in 
I I DFOB and ~ B O F  funding over [he  last several years, and I 
12 think you will find that the Air Force, through tts model, 
13 has g~nerated excesses to this fund or, at least, w e  have 
14 btxn In the contributing versus tlle w~thdrawal mode. 
15 I think it m y  be an ~nd~catron of preclsel what 
16 you said in t e r m  of, as we drew down our wortforce to kind 
17 of match up with what our requ~r-ernents were, whlle 
I n  infrastructure stayed there, our rtal capacity came down; and 
19 that's sort of reflected. 
20 But it's a measure of merit that, anytime you start 
21 talking about DBOF, ou get on icy - -  
22 COMMISSIONE~ MONTOYA: I lived in that DBOF world 

22 Is an unfair characterization by our staff? - 
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I over the next few years, with our new leadership at A ~ C .  
2 I guess the only other part I would really want to 
3 emphas~ze is the large number of  productively employed 
4 :enants.on our bases. T h e  are healthy organizatrons with 
5 major facilities, and to sinlpl take them and move them has 
6 always seemed to me to be a ba unnmessa expense. 
7 So those are the two additions I woulrwant  to 
x make. 
9 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: I think your first comrncnl 

lo fits the model I laid out in that you will make a subset 
I I t n d m f f ,  whether it is c h u p e r  lo  keep a building in place 
12 for future use and rnaintainlng 11, as o p  sed to t u n n g  11 
13 down. That will be economic subseP" 
14 And the other wlli be to  further reduce those 
I S  carrying costs of maintenance, by hav/ng sornebody else occupy 
16 a d  use it. So I don't think that's lnconslstent wlth the 
17 o\,ersim lification I made. 
18 I tRink I*m finall understan~ing what it is you'le 
19 -ling. after self-searcling and wntlng myself notes from 
20 olaces I've been. And so, to the extent that we  can Fome to - -=men1 that we understand each other, I'll leave lt at 

L I I 
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t to visit Air Force bases. Treatment, facilities, a p  rance 
2 -- I would have to say that they're equal to one o K r  
3 nuclear submarines in quality of life. 
4 
5 CHA (L.ufhter*) RMAN DIXON: Thank ,you, Commissioner Montoya 
6 Madam Secretary, I'll have only. about four 
7 questions, and we'll be able to break tor lunch. 
8 Now, ~n your earher comrne~~ts  back ~n March, the 
Y Air Force, your argument to us tht:n, in connection with this 

1 0  novel ldea o f  downsizin instead of closin any of  your 
I I depots, yas that ou cou 5 d not affcbrd to ckow a depot with 
12 the fundurg you&ve available. 'Illat was our uoderstnndmg. 
13 and we've exarmned that record, and we're sat~sfied that w t ~ s  
14  the ar ument then. 
IS b u r  staff -- I want to be candid with you -- now 
16 believes they've showed that it is affordable and that it 
17 does make economic sense, and they are now concerned that 
18 ou're mising instead operational concerns, really, for the 
19 Hrst time now, that it was entirely ;m ar ument o f  the 
20 hndin  earlier and that yo! have ruconhggured, your position 
2 I somewtat In connection with our stxond meeting. 
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I believe we've alwa s seen i t  as a com lete package. 1 2 CHAIRMA~DIXON: Okav. b i d  vou want to u v  
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3 something, General? I GENERAL BLUME: Madam ;ecrc~ar;. could I iust la; I : 

(. 

- .  
16 also. 
17 CHAIRMAN DIXON: I hear all that. Now, let me 
18 review the bidding, because these fi ures are the figures we 
19 have to work with. There*!: been a f 0  percent reduction iq  
20 au tho r i d  and appropnatetl amounts since the hi  h point tn 
21 the Reagan Admnistrat~on when I served in  the B n i t d  State 
22 Senate. There's been a 40 ;percent reduction. 

Page 181 
I SECRETARY WIDNALL: Yes. Wcll, I guess maybe I 
2 mi ht characterize our earlier statement as sort o f  an 
3 entlusiasm for the proposal,, based on the obvious.point that 
4 the DOD had some very =:nous budget problems in the year 
5 ahead. But, rcaUy, from an operational and management p in t  
6 o f  view I've always believed that the real attractiveness 
7 had to do with the consolidation of the individual 
8 commodities. 
9 But, clear1 at that sort o f  top-level testimon 

10 that we ave at t k t  point, we certainl didn't s n l o u r  
I I lime tal&lng abo~ t  hydraul~cs Fonso~i&ting at 1% b-, and 
12 the instrumentat~on consol~~dat~ng at thls base. We ddn' t  go 
I 3  into that level of  detail. 
14 And we certainly diin't talk, at that point, about 
IS the obvlous fact, as I've tned to emphasl-ze here, that the 
16 presence o f  so many tenant units on our lnstallat~ons makes 
17 the cost to consider movin very, very large. I think these 
18 were clearly things we realzed at the time. 
19 But ou recall Secretary Pe 's presentation and 
20 Mr. ~ e u t ~ ~ ' s  resental/on really,?lhink all o f  us were 
21 flushed w ~ t h  & enthusiasm o f  the net present value for this 
22 approach, and that's, I 'm sure, the emphasis we gave. But 1 

5 on? 
- 

6 SECRETARY WIDNALL: Mm-hmm. 
7 GENERAL BLUME: Even the Joint Cross-Service Group 
8 had significant o rational concerns with the closure of one 
9 or two o f  the airEgistics centers. and we certain1 have 

10 always had that concern. Our voice is bein hura, maybe. a 
I I little bit more now, bu! certainly the afford%illty, as the 
12 Secretary said, is very important. 
13 The less disruption that we can have is certainly 

rtant fact, and the operational concerns, as far as I: rei?& made. as far as readiness. are extremelv important 
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oranges to oranges. 

We have taken t h e p i t i o n  hased on past actions. 
I niean, we have consoli ated activities into thae nie *abases. 
You have to o back into the part to .see the samq kinbs o f  
drawdowns tiat we've had to get us into this s~tton. 

Again, I think Comrniss~oner Montoya gg put h ~ s  
finger on what we're tr ing to do with what we have lelt. Sc 
I thlnk people who wilrput forward this com ariajn of 
nt~nibers versus looking at the coniplexion u Ahese 
installations, you know, it's not qulte apples to apples. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Okay. Le4 me ask ou a couplc 
more quick qucstions You are a ing to us t iat the 
reevaluation Indicates that ~irt lanYshould not be closed, 
are you not? 

SECRETARY WIDNALL: Yes, that's right. That's 
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I So I wonder at what point the force reductions ~n 
2 the authorized an$ appro r~ated aliiounts get to the level 
3 where one sa s, Hey, w\at are we going to do with a l l  this 
4 capacity?" Jou know, one has to say, in honcrty. General 
5 that i f  you've been there and you've seen them and eye-balled 
6 tlicm, which wc'vc done, thcrc is hu~nongous space. Hu~nongous 
7 is the on1 fair wa tc.) describe it. 
R GEKERAL $O.GLEMAN: Mr. Chairman, could I -- 
9 CHAIRMAN DIXON: General. I love you; I 'd be 

10 delighted to hear your defense. 
I I GENERAL FOGLEMAN: I won't t to defend. What l 
11 wi l l  tr to do, though, is hopefully am Try. 

[have before nie a list o f  those gPotsou,  my 
14 Navy, that you have ,described. I can go down thrdugh three 
15 Army depots, three Naval aviation depots, and add up their 
16 total base po ulation, and they do not equal the base 
17 population o F ~ e ~ ~ y  Air Force Baw. I mean. we're talking in 
18 terms of scale. 
19 CHAIRMAN DIXON: I wouldn't argue that with you. 
20 GENERAL FOGLEMAN: But, i f  the Ai r  Force were 
21 rtmctured so that we had these little de ts our here, then 
22 1 think we could compare. We would E v e  apples to apples, 

5 
6 
7 
R 
9 

10 
I I 
12 
I 3  
14  
IS 

122 gucstio;, when we coneludc this BRAC. we arc leaving a lot of 
i 

16 right. 
- 

17 CHAIRMAN DIXON: So that we don't have any 
18 difference of o lnlon about that. 
IP SECRE~ARY WIDNALL: That's right 
20 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Al l  ri ht NOW ina l l y  -- and 
21 this is ~rocedural -- this IS the last B ~ C .  There isn't any 
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SECRETARY WIDNALL: Y w  in the budget, o ht. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: There's been a 30 percent$orce I--- 3 rductlon. I f  we honor every request o f  the Department of  

: 4 Defense -- eves one of them -- and don't do an thing else, 
r we wi l l  on1 aciieve a 21 percent reduction in t i e  capacity 
6 out there. [think that's factual. 
7 The next thing is.-- and I regret this -- you know 
a m record when I was In the United States Senate w I don't 
9 adYvocate what has occurred. B"t the downsizing has actually 

10 resulted in  a downsizing, unbel~evably., to about the 1950 
I I level, which 1 find, qu~te candidly, qulte s h ~ k r n  
12  I take it. i t  is only the Congress reflect~n t fb 
13 constituency views. I can only accept that as t6e reason why 
14 because, from a national sec:urity stanclpoint, no one could 
15 defend it. Brit that's factual. 
16 Now, cont~nu~ng the hiddin , in the BRACs, through 
n '93, the Navy has closed one-haltof thetr a~rcraft de 
18 three o f  sir. I f  we only do what the Navy requests t G t s  -- 
19 time, i f  we only su port that, the Navy wi l l  have closed half 
20 their shipyards. d e  Army wil l  have cloud, i f  wepnly do 
21 whal they say -- assuming we do whal they say -- SIX of  the 
22 nine depots. 
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I excess capacity out there that everyhcrly has to deal w i h  
t that gives you roblems when you want to do raurenl6t.  
3 gives you probyems on force levels, a lot of  o t k r  th~ngs. 
4 Also, 1 don't !hink it's suhjcct to debate that 
5 there's no stomach in the Congrss and robably not in the 
6 country for another rclund in a couple ofyears, and i t ' s  ala) 
7 fairly clear that Presidlential olitics can et involved ~n 
x this. a) some extent. And 1 Son't m a n  tiat critically. 
9 Thank God 6 r  a country where those things are part 01 the 

IO great debate. 
I I Ihere's some thinkin that, when the dust is 
1 2  cleared ?nd everylx~dy has austd themselves of f  and relax4 
I 3  and revlewd 11 more carefully, that after a couple ol  
14 Prcsidcntial elections, maybe we ougl~r lo have an oplmrt~~~~i ly 
IS to look at i t  again, havtnain mind the statutory inability. 
16 really, to do anything wit out a BRAC. 
17 There's sonie tal:k about 2001. That would let two 
18 Presidential elections intervene. I t  also has the nice 
19 result that all BRAC stuff wi l l  be linished by then. 
20 1 ask you -- all r ~ f  you and p;~rticularl M r  
21 8.1at1iglit and M N  Blunic, who arc tllc gu s v l o  have to l ig~rc  
22 these things out -- whether you think t L t  makes some sense 
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begin. 

SECRETARY DALTON: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I 
have a com lete statement I'd 1ik.e to submit for the record, 
but would {ke to gtve an abbrevraled version of that. tf I 
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MR. BOATRIGHT: Yes, sir. 1 think your analysrs 

ndkes sense to me. I think that definite1 we can't predict 
f i ; ~ h  any great accurac what's going to lappen over the next 
r six years in regard to b r c e  s t w t u r e . l n  regard to budgets. 

I would tell you that today, while we ma not have 
every base or  installation that we could have CLSA or 

7 realigned out of  the Air Force structure, we're down to a 
a positron, assumin * that we let a reasonable closure in this 
14 alund. to a level t\?t I think will serve the.Ai! Force very 

l o  well over the next SIX years and. at that porn1 In tlme, ~f 
I I there is a need for one, for some additional realignment m d  
I ?  closure actions, I thlnk tha! would h: the time that we ought 
13 lo be considerin such a t h ~ n g .  

C H A J R M ~ N  DIXON: Is that m appropriate rel la t ion 
1 5  of the views of all of ou'! . SECRETARY JIDNALL: Y=. yes.  

GENERAL FOGLEMAN: Perhaps. If I could, one 
18 comment, Mr. Chairman. 

Thnt is, it would be very useful for us if somehow 
20 the Commiss~on could, in its report, stipulate that the 
2 I actions that have been directed, you know from all the 
22 previous BRACs and. in fact, the actions from this, that 
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I there's some sunset clause on prohibitions to move force 
2 structure around because, qu~te,frankl we really d o  reach 
3 the pint where our hands are 1 1 4  by ~ R A C  legalation, m d  
4 it prevents us from doing some things that emerge as 
5 opportunities to -- 
6 CHAIRMAN DIXON: We'd like Lo have your suggestions 
7 on that, because my final question was this one that we  tind 
8 Illat thcrc are changes in thc succeedin BRACs, and you want 
9 t o  re-evaluate, and that makes g d s e n s e  and it's 

l A  understood. 
And we think there ought to be spme authorit for 

u to contlnue to  be able to d o  that wlth existing ~ R A C  qm t n g s .  not an authority for you to act on a base, 
14 rndepndently existin statues o r  anythin 
I S  review whnt ou've k n e  wit6 a11 these B ~ ? ; . ~ O  let 
16 C E N E ~ A L  FOGLEMAN: yes,  sir. 
17 CHAIRMAN DIXON: That would be good? And if you 
18 could give us -- we asked the same thing of  the Arm , we'll 
19 ask the u m e  thing of  the Navy -- your ideas about ah those 
20 th~ngs,  we  would find that useful. 
2 I Incidentally, we don't want to create some extra 
22 bureaucracy out there, particularly, to d o  that kind of 

could, at this time. 
COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: We will d o  that, sir. 
SECRETARY DALTON: Thank you very much. Mr. I 
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I A F T E R N O O N  : S E S S I O N  
2 (1:00 .m.) 
3 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: [ P r ~ Y i n g . ]  G o a l  
4 afternoon, ladies and gentlemen. Our morning sesston ran a 
5 little bit over time, so the rest of our cornmisstoners will 
6 be joining us shortly. This aftt:moon, w e  will begin with 
7 the representatives of the Navy, who will be with us until 
8 2 3 0  p.m. They are the Honorabl~: John Dalton, the S e r a r y  
9 of the Navy; ADM 1.M. Boorda, the Chief of Naval Operations; 

10 General Carl Mund Jr . the Commandant ofthe M a ~ r :  Corps; 
I I the Honorable ~ o 6 : n  ~ i r i e ,  Assistant Secretary o f  the Navy 
12 for Installations and Environment. 
13 At 2:30 p.m., we will welcome Joshuil Gotbaum, the 
14 Assistant Secretary of  Defense for Economic Security; Robcrt 
IS E. Ba er, the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Installations; 
16 GEN Eeorge T. Babbrtt. Jr., Principal Deputy Dimtor o f ~ h c  
I7 Drfmse Lo istics Agenc~andMarge  McMananay. BRAC Team 
In  Chief for t i e  Defense g i s t ~ s  Agency. 
I9 If the panelists will please nse  and raise their 
20 right hands, I will admnister the oath. 
2 I [Witnesses sworn.] 
22 COMMISSIONER CORNEL.1.A: Srcrctary Dalton, you may 

I 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
I I 
12 
13 
14 
I S  
16 
17 
1s 
19 
20 
21 
22 

Chairman, members of the commission it's once ag& an honor 
to be before you toda . Today I wiil present our position on 
the ipstall?tions w h i c i  the c o m m ~ u i o n  added(o the list for 
cons~deratlon on May 10, 1995. In approachtng this 
assignment, I must reiterate our objective in this round of  
base closure -- to achieve a more streamlined, efficiently 
located and responsive base line of sup rt capable of 
meetin the needs o f  the Navy and the %adq Corps 

\&c tn the Department of the Navy contrnue to have 
confidence in our mvious recommendations. When taka 
together with the $isions made in prior rounds, we  believe 
these recommendations are the ri :ht recom-etions for the 
de artment. Recommendations tflat result In an tnfrastructurt 
abre to yupport the four deployul Navy v d  Marine Corps 
e x p d ~ l ~ o n a r y  force that projects t h ~ s  natlon's resolve 

r -  ~ - - a  

22 one closure'conduc~& outside of the pr&ess,-our 
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I stuff. 
2 We want to  find some way to d o  that that the 
3 Congress in its wisdom, will see makes good sense, because 
4 Senator h u r m o n d  has asked us to come over there m the 
5 middle of July and make thcse recommendations and defend what 
6 we've done and, as I said to the Army, if we can get our 
7 bullet roof vests and come in, in the dark of  night, welll 
8 probagl come back then to answer the questions. 
9 d e  sure thank ou all. 

10 SECRETARY ~ I D N A L L :  ~ h d  you 
I I CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thmk you very much. Madam 
12 Swretar . 
13 S~CRETARY WIDNALL:  hank all of you. 
I 4  CHAlRMAN DIXON: Thank you very much. We're in 
I S  recess until 1 O'clock.. 
16 (Whereupon, at 12: 15 p.m., a luncheon recess was 
17 bken.) 

I 1 1 
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I around the world. 
2 In my testilpony.before ou on M a ~ h  6th, I reviewed 
3 our recommendatmom lo d e t a d  and expla lnd  the t m ~ r  for 
4 them. While I will not repeat that description of  pur 
5 analysis, we'll be happy to nd to your questions on our 
6 ~ornmendations, and m c u s . T p u v s e  today. Mr. Chairnun. 
7 rs to spuL spectfiulfy a b u t  that portion o f  the 
8 comrmsslon s expanded list of  De lartment of  Defense 
D recommendations which relatc to the h r v Y  and Marine Corps. 

10 I recognize and a p  laud the (:are and diligence that 
I I ou and your staff have Emu ht to the process. There are 
1 2  kve basic areas of  additions &at i 1Selieve warrant our 
I3 careful reflection. I will address tllem starting w i d  our 
14 valuable assetspn the Atlant~c ant1 then move to %e Pacific 
I S  area. Mr. Chatrman and member? of the cornmisston, the 
16 Portsmouth Naval Shipyard is an Integral component of our 
17 nuclear powered, fast attack submarine program and mission. 
18 It 1s extremely important for the su port of  our 
19 SSNs a@ the Departmen! of the Niivy's Xepot infnnructure. 
20 Following are the four shlp mamtenance depot closures that 
21 have alreadv been a ~ ~ r o v e d  in the hase closure orocess. w d  
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I repair is required, or i f  any ship maintenance availabilily 
2 is altered for an reason, we will have fast attack 
3 submarines surdced and tied u at the dock, waiting for 
4 maintenance. I n  our opinion, R r .  Chairman. we woi11d tx 1 
5 operating on and perhaps ovcr the dgc,  and bc in jcopardy n! 
6 not meeting our global commitments. 
7 The question  light be asked, what about private 
8 ship ards? Mr .  Cha~rman, no SSN refuelin workload IS 
9 avairable or manned in the private sector. f i e  Departmnt 

10 estimates i t  would take about three ears to stand u and man 
II such a facility, at a cgpt between$& mill ion to $I& 
12 mlllion. Skeptics po~n t  to Electr~c Boat Company in  Gntin. 
I 3  Connecticut, as a potential refueling source. 
14 But Gratin has not reheled any t pe o f  submarine 
15 for over 20 years, and does not current 7 y have the nwecsav 
16 facililics to do so. While N c w p r ~  Ncws Shipbuilding Colnpa-y 
17 has previously refueld fleet ballistic missile submarines. 
18 i t  does not currently lhave the facilities for Los Ange la  
19 class fast attach subm~arioes. I f  you seriously contemplate a 
20 private shipyard, consideration must be given to the 
21 requirement to extens:ively train and maintain a dedicatej ; 
22 pnvate workforce, in  place, under contract. I 

- 
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I recomrncndation to close ttic Lon Beach Naval Sti~pyard and the 
2 ship repair facility i n  Guam rduced the remain~ng excess 
3 capac~t by  about half. 
4 reduce this excess further our recommendation 
s transfers additional de ot workload to the remaining 
6 shi yards from other c!epartment activities, predominantly 
7 tec%ical centers Includin our present rccommendations. we 
8 w i l l  have left only five o? Ihe original 12 ship depot 
9 activities, resultin in  two per fleet and one overseas in  

10 the Western ~acifigc. 
I I Each o f  the remaining four shipyards is nuclear 
12 capable, thus providing robust support and the rqu i red  
I 3  flexibility for all a~pects o f  fleet operational readmess. 
14 Thc commission's proposal to closc Portsmouth Navel Shipyard 
15 would hring the excess capacity i n  our shipyards down to 
16 about 1 percent, creating an unacceptable nsk as we strive 
17 to su port ever-increasing global initiatives with dwindling 
18 numgrs. 
19 The retention o f  some excess shipyard ca acity was 
20 not an oversight. Mr. Chairman. I t  was a m i 1 i 6 ~ j u d ~ m e n t  
21 d.ec.ision by senior de artment o f  the Navy and mrlrtary and 
22 c~v l l ian  leadersh~p. &is conscious decis~on was made to 

'(I 
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I You can't begirl such an effort when the rohlern 
2 elnerges; i t  just take.. tcm long. Therefore, wefhl ieve that 
3 assignment to the private sector is not a rudent choice 
4 The cost o f  closing P'ortsmouth Naval sfipyard and then 
5 replicating i t  i n  the private sector 'ust doesn't make sen=. 
6 Mr .  Chairman, the right answer, e essential answer, a to 
7 retain Portsmouth Naval Shipyard. 
n Maintainin a nnodest nuclear excess capacit 
9 provides the flex$ility and a critical ed e agamst Lturc 

10 uncertainties. This retention is abrolutAy necessary 1.0 
I 1 meet the requirement:; o f  the future force structure, gtvm 
I 2  both maintenance and operational constraints. Turnin now I,? 

I3 Naval A i r  Station Atlanta. M r .  Chairman, we d i e v t :  SAS 1 
14 Atlanta is a future colnerstone o f  the future Navy and M a n m  
15 Corps reserve force. 1 
16 When we evalu:~ted closin the naval reserve a ~ r  i 
17 station i n  Atlanta, a number o f  kctors became evident. For ! 
I8 cxamplc, NAS Atlanta has low ovcrhcad bccausc of its adi;~ccxt 
19 locat~on to Dobbins R.eserve A i r  Force Base. The synergtc 
20 created by Dobbins maintaining the runway, and NAS Atlank 
21 operating the medical facilities are exam la o f  how six 
22 reserve components all this joint facility Rave woven an i 
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I previrle necessary flexlblli ly to meet future uncertaint~es In  
2 nuclear shipyard requirements. Let me speak for a moment 
I a b u t  he uncertainty o f  future requirements. 
4 Mr .  Chairman, the ultimate size and nature o f  the 
5 nuclear submarine fleet is i n  the throes o f  dramatic and 
6 fluid chan es. The SSN force level is projected to decline 
7 by nearly f0  percent. There is a debate concernin 
8 introduction o f  new classes o f  submarines. ~hesefactors, as 
9 well as world events, affect decisions on whether to refuel 

10 or  defuel our Los Angeles class fast attack submarines. 
I I The* b a t s  are the backbone o fpu r  submarine 
12 force. Declslons to refuel, defuel, or Inactivate nuclear 
I 3  powered submarines have a significant impact on nuclear depot 
14 workload to be assigned to Portsmouth. Our rccommendation. 
I5 which retains Portsmouth, protects nuclear capacity for 
16 greater flexibility. Whatever the future holds, i t  is clear 
17 that the SSN 688 attack submarinc will bc thc mainstay of our 
18 submarine fleet into the next millennium. 
19 I n  that context, i t  is important to remember that 
20 Portsmouth Naval Shi ard currently is the center o f  
21 excellence lor our SSN %8 class submarinc depot maintenance. 
22 I t  is the only planning yard within the Navy where 
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I engineering modifications and maintenance procedures are 
2 designed for this class o f  submarine. As the regional 
3 maintenance hub o f  the Northeast region, i t  is within 170 
4 miles o f  the major submarine concentration at New London, 
5 Connecticut. 
6 Twenty-two o f  57 SSN 688 claw major de 
7 availahilit ia a n  lanned to be r f o r m d  at PogAou th  
8 Naval Shipyard !!rough Flscal T a r  2005. Thatlr 39 percenl 
9 o f  the ava~labillttes for major submarine de t maintenance. 

10 The antic1 ated nuclear workload for ~ I s c a E e a r s  2001 
I I through 2805 requires four nuclear shlpyards. And there is 
1 2  no room for an slip age 
13 Delays orany [ind i ou ld  result in  the removal o f  
14 ships from the operatln fleet. When an SSN 688.submarine 
Ir ruche.. the end o f  its 1 50-month operating c cle. 11 IS 
I6 rest"oted from submer ing. and is lost a. a Xeet 
17 operational asset. ~ i t & ) u t  Pornmouth, our remaining dry 
I 8  docks and facilities would h~ave to be scheduled hell to toe. 
19 There would be no time allowed for required maintenance on 
20 the dry docks themselves, and considerable schedule 
2 1  adjustments would have to Ix made for non SSN ships. 
22 I f  any significant acci,dent occurs, or emergent 

13s 
I operatin network that reduces cost for all. 
2 N ~ S  Atlanta is our least ex ensive reserve naval 
3 air station to operate by over $4.Pmil l ion a year Mor: 
4 i~nlmrlantly, the demo raphics of Atlanta show a vcry p s ~ t ~ \ ~  

trend for purposes o f  reserve recruiting. The fact that tie 
6 more mature A i r  Force Reserve units on the base corn I-x ar 
7 Dobbins are manned at cxccss of 100 percent shows thc r i c K ~  
8 o f  the demographic base i n  Atlanta. 
9 Addit~onally, the Atlanta area is the re ional 

10 Marinc Corps Rc.crve has= for the Southeastern fJnitcd Statc 
I 1 Like the facility crealtxl In  BRAC 93 at Fort Worth, i f  \.AS 
12 Atlanta rs left open, 11 will be a model for the future of 
13 the joint reserve force. Mr .  Chairman, your objective m d  
14 ours i s  to reduce excess capacity. Closin NAS AtlanLa wclutf 
Ir r uire the departmen1 to incur siEni&ant costs to creai- 
16 aai t ional  capacity at other air stations, which certainl! 
17 does not meet our conlmon objective. 
I R Since NAS Atlanta can accommodate and man ~ h r  thre- 
19 additional squadrons proposed to be stationed there w ~ t t  no 
20 military construction t:xpenditures, we believe NAS Atttnta 
2 1 should remain open as an Important part o f  our Navy-hfarinr 
22 Corps-Air Reserve structure and our future Navy and htannr 

ILL 
Diversified Reportilig Services, Inc. (202) 296-2929 Page 193 - Page I5)f 



Multi-PageTM 
J u n e  14, 1995 Base Realignment & Closure 
I Page 199 

'oqx ~otal force. We have rezommendcxl ihe closure of Naval 
ir Station South Wcymouth, and the transfer of P-3 and C-130 

11 ?lyaadmns from South Weymouth to the active air station at 
4 Brunswick. 

This recommendat~on not only reduces air station 
r c r c o s  capacity, but also furthers the, integration of active 
7 and reserve force structure. W ~ t h  thls closure, all 
a remaining reserve air stations will be joint facilities. 
9 W l ~ h  rcgard to the Naval Air Warfare Ce:ntcr Weapons Division 

ro at  Point Mugu in California, this activity is a critical 
I I national asset for research, development, trarnlng and 
12 aginczrrng for the Navy. 

Point Mu *u has bzzn studied extensively in BRAC 91, 
14  93 and 95. B&C 91 resulted in a ma'or consolidation of the 
I s Chin? Lake and Point h4u.g" sites. whi~h  &used on eliminating 
16 duplication and intertwlnlng organrzations. BRAC 91 and 
17 ~ubscqucnl management actions have resulted in China Lakc and 
l a  Point Mugu rating number one and two in military value among 
19 all Navy technical activ~ties, and havr: alread reduced 
20 i t a t l~n  at these two act~vrtrer by 2.000 em 

1 2 1  'he  now have an efticirnt, irreplacea&e set of land 
/ ? ?  ~ n t l  sca ranges, co-located wrth and rntegral to research and 
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/ I development laboratories that are critical to the Department 
1 2 of Dcfense. Point Mugu also provides a broad ran e of 

3 support for Naval Reserve. Air National Guard, an5 active 
r furces, including the training and embarkation of  weapons 
s qualification fac~lities for Pacific fleet SeaBees. 

1 6  Mr. Chairman and commissioners, the current 
( 7 ~ntegrated mix of  facilities and capabilit~es at the China 
1 a h k e  and Point Mugu sit= represent five years of  
! 9 consolidation and realignment efforts. Redundant 
I -r nnizationq) s t r u c t u r ~  and functions have been eliminated, 8 the remalnlng functions a re  cntlcal. The Nav hiis 

ead accom lished si nificant infrastructure !e&ctions IIm !!h tI ~ a v a f A i r  warKrc Center Weapons D~vision in the 
; 14 smartest and most econom~cal manner. 
15  Spreading the Point Mugu functions to several other 

! I6 hations would undennine the unique s ncr created through 
n the plevious BRAC rounds: Next, hr. Vhai-, I want to 
la i l a r ~  ty what I believe is a s lgnrf icantpint  concerning the 
19 puhlic works center at Guam. This facility was not 
!O r c ~ ~ ~ ~ n t n c n l l d  to mc for closurc, but was thoroughly considcrcd 
1 1  hy the base structure evaluation committee. 
I? With retention of the telecommunications center, 
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1 facilities o r  others. 
2 As in an business transac:tion, however, the best 
3 interest of the b e p r t m e n t  of th,: Nav and the nation must 
4 prevail. Mr. Chalmun, as a re:;ult o r f i r ther  analysrs by 
5 your staff, and in discussions the have had with affected 
6 communities and with our base crosure staff, 11 hnr been 
7 suggested that I address certain issues related to the 
8 Department of  the Navy's reconlmendations. 
9 In m complete written stittement for the recard, I 
10 have spec i~ca l ly  addressed the major concerns. But I would 
I I lrke !o reemphasize now the obvious fact. that our budgetary 
12 top llne has come down dramnt~c:ally. Frnally, and frtmkly, 
13 we can no longer afford to keep bases for whlch we have no 
14 mission requirement, as in the c<rse of NAS Ad&. 
IS Additionally, our force and reserve resource levels 
16 have gone down to the point that we do not need certain 
17 thrngs any longer to et the job done, like Lpng B a ~ h  Naval 
18 Shr ard. Finally, wierever we can conroltdnte acttvittes 
19 a n 8 0 , t h e  work tn one facility that is now being done at 
20 two, wlth little or no loss of efficiency, that IS what we 
2 1  thrnk we should do. 
22 Examples of such consolidations are demonstrated in 
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1 the recommendations for the Naval Surface Warfare Center 
2 detachment at Annapolis, and for t h ~  movement of SPAWAR to 
3 San Diego. We have. in each care kept the activit that 
4 rovides ur the greater benefit,, and we have cooq&ated 
5 Eke operations to achieve effic~escres and economes of 
6 scale. 
7 I would like to conclude by saying, once again, 
8 that we take no joy ~n our recormnendat~ons. T h ~ s  IS a 
9 painful rocess, which I'm sure you fully recognize, as a 
10 result o f y o u r  extensive and ambltrour schedule o f  base 
I I vis,its throughout the nation. In e.ach location, concerned 
12  citrmns have a t h e r d  hearings., hopeful that somehow, 
13 someone woufd turn back the t ~ d e  m d  stop the closure of 
14 their facilities. 
13 Your task of ensurin the rtxommendations presented 
16 to the Pres~dent are the rigft recommendations for the 
1 7  Department of Defense and the nittion is both difficult and 
rn critical. We are henrtened, however, by the growing number 
1 9  of communities that are recognizinf thy opportunities that 
2 0  can come from the re-use of these acrl~tles. We h v e  opened 
21 dialogues with several of these grou s,  and are hopeful that 
22 the outcomes will be beneficial to allparties. 
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I the naval magazine, naval hospital and other government 
2 f~crlities for a total of more than 3,300 rsomel, plus 
1 s proximately 2,600 personnel . sngnaEy the Air Force, 
4 t lere  is more than a sufficient customer base to warrant 
5 retention of  a public works center. Obvious l~ ,  the size of a 
6 puhlic works center is going to be dependent on I e number of 
7 operations rt supports. 
8 Given the current size of the activities being 
9 supported, we believe the appropriate course of  action is as 

1 0  w e  recommended -- the retention of the public works center, 
I I Guam.  As in the case of Guam, other communities are coming 
i 2  forward with initiatives t o  privatize certain facilities 
i J rtiommended for c l o s u r ~  by the Department of the Navy. 
I J  We s u p p r t  privatrzatron initiatives such as have 
1 5  suggested b the Naval Air Warfare Center In 
: 6  InJianafolis, nndYthe Naval Surface Warfare Center in 
:7 Luuisvr le, so long as they entail private: sector facilities , i a  and enlployees competin 8 under applica'ble statutes 
I 9  and r ~ u l a t i o n s .  ~ l e x i b i h t ~  in Ian wage IS essentlai rlicio 

120 ~ o v i  ~ n g  the abilit to consider a h  o t  these options, since 
Department of  t i e  Navy will, of course, be bound by m y  

VWl 
gl commission rccommendation language with regard to thcsc 

I 
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I As I have said before, these communities will 
2 forever be a part of the extended Navy f a m l  This 
3 concludes my statement. Mr. Chairmiin and 1. akng with my 
4 colleagues will be ha p to r ond to your questions. 
5 COI~MISSIONE! $RNTL,A: Thank you. Secretary 
6 Dalton. ADM Boorda, did you wish lo make any statement? 
7 ADM BOORDA: No, I agrw,  obvtously, wtth my 
8 Secretary's statement, and I'd be happy to answer any 
9 questions. 

10 GENERAL MOODY: I have no statement, Mr. Chairman. 
1 1  COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Secretary Pine? 
12 SECRETARY PIRIE: No, >;ir. 
13 COMMlSSIONER CORNELLA: 1 would ask the t imkcc cr 
14 to extend 10 minutes to each cornn~issioner, w d  we'lf begin 
I S  with Retired ADM Ben Montoyil. 
16 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: G E N  Mundy, you goc . frrc 
17 ride last time. We're oin to start with you today. 
18 GENERAL M U ~ D ~ :  Just l~ccause I wrr  pouring the 
19 drinks. 
20 COMMISSIONER MONTO Y A: I have a cou le of 
I \  yu~stions. The first one is B M C  rclaed, lo a previous B!UC 
22 action. We've been advised,and maybe you're aware of the 
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I around. There are -- i f  the circumstances evolved, as has 
2 been at least portrayed by the city o f  Glenview there, i t  
3 certainly is an interesting offer. 
4 And I would think that right now, we have fairly 
5 specific langua e that directs us to move that Marine air 
6 control grou gown to Dandalk, Virginia. I f  the commission 
7 saw fi t  to r e t x  that langua e to give some flexibilit to 
8 the d e p a r t w t  to look at t& most economic$ and &? most 
9 effect~ve. from the standpoint o f  demographic recrultlng and 

10 that sort o f  thlng, that would certainly not be harmhl  In 
I I the next couple o f  years, as that proposal could be 
I 2 considered. 
13 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: One of thc thou hts i f  we 
14 w e n  to redirect, and write some language. i t  wouldbe7in an 
1 5  either or  category. I f  there's a statutory fixed, you'd be 
16 permitted to stay; i f  there isn't by a certain date, you'd 
17 move. The 93 recommendation, i n  rewriting a finding as o f  
18 lhts BRAC, the clock will start again. I t  IS our counsel's 
19 judgment, you'd have another SIX-year term. 
20 You may not want that. But 1 think that's 
21 something that i f  you're interested in, we'd be more than 
22 pleased to work wlth your staff and work some language that 
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I DcCcnsc De artmcnt er~dorsed the inovemcnt of the proup ul, to 
2 29 Palms, Luilding what would have turned out to be about a 
3 $650 million base thc:re. That became impractical. and that 
4 was turncd around in BRAC 93, and we were told to go in thc 
5 direction that we're :oln . So we reall are without a lot 
6 o f  viable options, otfier tAan to prcwxdas we're going. And 
7 1 thlnk we can do that effectively. 
8 As far as March A i r  Force Base, i t  is a good base. 
9 We have been out there over the years. It's one o f  our - - i t  

1 0  is ~n fact our princi .II area port o f  departure when we shtp 
I I Marines out o f  the k'est Coast, out to crisis response. But 
1 2  the fact is that, as I understand it, the A i r  Force, o f  
13 course, has closed that as an active base. I t  w i l l  be a 
14 Reserve and an A i r  National Guard base. 
15 The polic and the capacity o f  the Reserve and 
16 Guard IS not t o L  able to operate that as a base w ~ t h  us as 
17 a tenant. Under thosls circumstances, we can certain1 
l a  consider relocating th~ere. But we cannot operate the Xase we 
19 have -- neither the structure the peo le, or the resources 
20 within the department. A ~ J  i t  woul8be the creation o f  an 
21 additional base at a timc: when we are trying to draw down thc 
22 numbers o f  bases. 

' 
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I might ive outhat flexibility. 
2 8ENrRAL MUNDY: Wcll. I think nr LC Sarctary used 
3 the term here, the flexibility in the options, or flexibllit 
4 i n  the language, would certainly be, an my view, in  f h e L t  
5 interest. 
6 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: The other question i s  as 
7 much an observation. 1 understand that there has been 
8 continual dialogue.in trylng t o  have the Marines reconsider 
9 the hellcopter portion o f  the~r  move to Mtramar, and take 11 

10 to March Air Force Base. The community has been very active 
I I i n  lobbying for that. It's our understanding that that 
1 2  Department o f  the Navy decision, based upon operational an 
I3 fundin reasons is committed to the Miramar move. 
I4 i n d  my ohservrtion is t l s .  I lived for a number 
I o f  years ~n the San D~ego  area ~n m Navy I ~ f e .  And one o f  
I6 the hi gert issues in San Diego. a n l l  think i t  remains there 
17 IS thekl icopter  nose dowrl on the Silver Strand. 
1 8  Helicopters seen1 to be more o f  an intrusion because o f  their 
19 flight atterns and flight characteristics than jet aircraft. 
20 And. Jirarnar has been a hase that is not quite like El  Ton), 
21 but 11's sort o f  ~n that category from an encroachment 
22 perspective. 
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I So m recommc:ndation to you, much as the March 
2 opticm miggt k, is that we continue wi th no change to the 
3 BKAC 91 and 93 decisions, or recommendations. 
4 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Thank you. Gencral. ADh1 
5 Boorda this question may require an answer for the record. 
6 but i n  the course o f  lcmklng at all these bases o f  all the: 
7 serviccq, it's become apparent in  hearings and also vls~ting 
8 that you all are right -- one must be very careful i f  you 
9 dispose o f  ranges, inclustrial capacity or waterfront. 

1 0  Because once one, it's gone. And so that has been a 
I t constant thoug%t in ollr m ~ ~ d s  as a result of hear~np from the 
12 leaders i n  our military services. 
13 And so one o f  the issues for me, in  Itmking at thr 
14 Long B q c h  Naval Shipyard, has heen the issue-of home- 
15 porting aircraft carriers. You can't avold that; 11 k u  .. 

% .r.; 16 colnlng up. I t  comes up in  the Alarneda context. In I lt 
17 Edwards context, and now we're talking ahout San I>lego 
I8 lookin. into that further. I have seen some o f  the Siin 1)1cg(!~l 
1 9  plans k r  home- rting. And there is considerahlr dredg~ng 
20 and fil l ing that chink. is part of that contemplatul 
21 constructton ~nvolved. 
22 And the concent I have there is, notwithstanding 

I 
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I fact that the community in Glenview, Illinois, has been 

k ing with the Manne Corps about the ssibility o f  being : ig to,. after they become ownen goin t E u g h  the 
4 statutor process o f  Glenvlew. to / use  tack fac~ l i t i c~ .  or 
5 the facifity, to keep the Marine Corps there 
6 We ve looked at that very carefully, and i t  
7 requires a statute 1 think, to overcome some statutory 
8 procedures. uestion is, is the Marine Corps 
9 tnterested i n  %$ m ~ 3  would you want this commission to 

10 consider that proposal and write some appropriate language to 
I I facilitate that? 
12 GENERAL MUNDY: Commissioner. as ou've accurately 
I 3  portrayed, on the heels o f  the previous BRA& actions. the 
14 decision was made to close the naval air station at Glenview. 
15 And that's a good Marinc community, always has been. We have 
16 a reat deal o f  affection for the community. But i t  was to 
n aciieve economies for all the right reasons. Now, the new 
1 8  factor that has come in is the proposal, as ou suggest. 
19 As we have looked at that, there arelegal 
20 complications with that, i f  not restrictions, prohibitions 
21 that would be not currently within the latitude o f  the 
22 Secretary, or any o f  us, for that matter, I think, to go 

'cr, L I I  
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I And I 'ust wonder i f  you f w l  comfortable that 
2 you'll be abfe to, for the long haul, move there and bc able 
3 to execute operationztlly, g!ven the characterlstlcs o f  
4 helicopters ~n the co~nmun~ty.  
5 GENERAL MLINDY: Com~nissioncr. l fccl co~nl~>fl:~l,lc 
6 that we'd be able to 1.10 that. There's no qucsti!)n thi~t the 
7 relocation to Miramar puts a good number o f  a~rcraft that 
8 would be on, at an given time, I think, about 150 to 200 
9 flying machines o ibne sort or another - - jet  or helicopter 

10 or cvcn C-130s - operating out of there. For Marines, wc dn 
I I that at a lot o f  other places. We do i t  out at Yuma, only 
12 few miles to the east 
I3 We do i t  up at 29 Palms. We do i t  o f f  the decks of 
14 amphibious ships. So we are accustomed to operating 
I 5  hellcopters and fixed wings together. Yes, the noise pattern 
16 for the heavy l i f t  hel~~copters is certainly a consideration. 
17 There's a long track here, and 1 think ou must be aware of 
1 8  i t .  When the decision was made in  BJAC 91 to close Tustin. 
19 that i n  effect forced the issue. We had nowhere to put the 
20 lar est alrcraft grou tn the Manne Corps, whlch was the 
2 1  h e k o  ter roup at f'ustin. 
22 h e  BRAC proposed at that time, and I think the 
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)ur gcn)d intentions and notwithstanding our great, plans, if I I reserves. And we found that as far as the recommendallon to 
I(SLere dls osed to want to stop the Navy from comrng, that to 2 move to Naval Air Station Brunswick, that 6 0  percent of  the 

me -- l ' l l i k e  to be the attorney on the side of the 3 reservists live within 150 miles of that faciljty. And we  
4 environmental~sts who would sa , no dredging, no filling and 4 expect that for -- the air aspect ,md the servlce aspect will 
5 so forth. So I'd like to know wKere we are tn the 5 be done in uincy, so  overall, Ihe reserves in the Northeast 
o cnvironmcn~al process regarding creating a me la home port in 6 are adequate y considered and t;iken care of with respect to 
7 San Diego. glven those charrcteristics; andthe N,avy's 

9 
7 our recommendation with that. 

x assessment of its probah~l~ ty  of  success, cornmunlty 8 COMMISSIONER KLING: So you're comfortable with it? 
Y ~nvolvement to date and so forth. Y SECRETARY DALTON: I am comfortable with 11. 

Because Long Beach is a wonderful waterfront 10 COMMISSIONER KLING: Turning lo South Weymouth, and 
I I f a c ~ l ~ t y .  I thlnk we would agree to that. And I hesitate to I I of course, there's concern there about closing. Rightly so, 
12 vorc I,, close somethin withot~t some assurance that we r ~ l l y  I2 every community should. But the community there has statec 
13  can go somewhere e k e  on !he West C:oast. DO you have m y  I3 that the Navy has violated t h e ~ r  anal sis procedures by 
1 4  current inforrnat~on regardrng that? I4 considerin a c losye  sc~na"o that croses ? reserve air 

ADM BOORDA: The issue for me, with re prrd to San 15 s ta t~on ancfmoves 11s unas rnto im ac t~ve  atr station. 
1 6  Diego is one where 1 think we're not wri t~ng on aklank page I6 Could you maybe touch on that, and why you believe your 
I 7 anymorc. We've really gone quite a ways down the road Loward 17 recommendation was developed wilh the Navy procdurel And 
la creating two major carrier locations on the West Coast o f  the 18 mnybe ADM Boorda could -- or whoever. 
19 United States -- one in S;tn Diego, and one in the Pactfic IY SECRETARY DALTON: I ' l l  be happy to, and I'll be 
20 Northwest. 20 happy for the CNO nnd Mr. Pirie.10 c0mmeot .a~ well, with 

There is a history of that, a s  you said, and there t to that. We feel like we d ~ d  comply wlth the proper 
21 I S  a lot of work now with the community, with the port :: % G i s  procedures. The Navy nnd the naval rewrve have 
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I authority in San Die o ,  that controls the entire 
2 complex. includin t%e airports there. I thlnk t E & s t  
3 thing for us woulcfbe tiq gtve y*u, for the record, a 
4 chronology of all the thlngs we've done -- which are 
5 basically. a list of successes at t h ~ s p o l n t  -- and a 
6 prospective look at what we're golng l o  do. 
7 And of course we th~nk  we're gotng to be 
a successful. The idea of closing Long Beach was not an easy 
9 ow. And one of the things we looked at was San Diego versus 
" ' ong Bcach for home-pofling. In previous BRACs, we c los4  - naval station and moved those shi s to other rts. So (m f hid already sladed that process. i u t  I'd be g g d  to 

rovide you -- there's a l o t  of environmental details here, 
14 or the record. 
IS COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: I have a feelin thcrc is. 
16  Thank you very much. Mr. Chairmnn. I'm compktul .  
17 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Thank you. Com~nissioncr 
I x iMontoya. Commissioner Lze Kling. 
I9 C,OMMlSSlONER KLING: Thank you. Mr. Secretary, 1st 
20 me begln by saying !hanks to ou and all the officers in 
21 personnel, as we vtstted, for t ie i r  indulgence. They 
22 probably put a lot of p p l e  out, but WI: really appreciate 

Pa e 2 1 5  
I always tried to mnximize o rational ca abilities togetffer as 
2 part of the total forcc A n ~ l o s l n g  N A ~  South Weymouth 
3 reduced excess ca a c ~ t y  at both actlve and reserve air 
4 stations; provide8rubstaatial savin s; and maintained the 
5 most ca able air station in the ~ o r t f r a s t  United States, vice 
6 two ungru t i~ ized  air stations. 
7 And we d o  feel like that wr: complied with the 
8 spirit and the letter of the regulat~ons. But would you like 
9 to add to that? 

10 ADM BOORDA: Sure. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 
I I There's a synergism here which is even, better than many of 
12 the others we get. In marttlme pi~trol alr, about hnlf the 
I3 flight hours that reservists fl are flown in active 
1 4  rmssions, contribu~ing with B e  active force -- not just 
I5 training, but actually out doin it. In the case of  
ta lo istics -- and when some of fhe  a~rplanes move up, there 
17 vval be logistics aircrah, 130s -- our-entire logistics 
18 l ~ f t ,  other than what 1s on the aircratt carriers themselves 
19 is in the reserves. So this is a good move, putting reserves 
20 and active together in aviation. 
21 COMMISSIONER KLMG: Thank you, ADM .+ode. Cwld 
22 1 ask a question, further, Admral! Concerning the 
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I all the support and help that we  got. I also would like to 
2 say 1 personally appreciate our comments concerning 
3 nvattzation. partlcularl &ling with Indianapolis and 
4 &uisville, because I d o  i n o w  that L e y  're movlng along. 
5 And your support o f  that and your statement of  that 
6 was very pos~ttve. And they're concerned, probably, about 
7 whether we, say, make some klnd of recommendat~on to you, 
8 which is a question of how much authorit we have. But if we 
9rniike the suggestion that we would l i b  to see it encoura red 
10 --  privatizat~on -- 1 think the '11 be a lot more comfortabfi 
t t now b your  statement. So [thank you very much for that. 
12 and 1 tLlnk it's a wonderful d l r ~ t l o n  to go. 
1 3  Let me ust ho around wtth a few d~fferent 
14 questions if {can. k e  talked about the naval reserve, m d  
15 certain of uestions have been raised, and I'd just like to 
16 ask ahout &e -- the Nav believes that we  can move the 
17 reserve from Boston to J e w  Bmnswick, and that's about 150 
18 rn~les away, 1 believe. Is there an concern about moving 
19 away from a population center nnYbcing able to continue lo  
?O maintain that reserve situation? 

SECRETARY DALTON: Yes, sir, it is. Mr. Klinp. We 
.ed at that situation w ~ t h  respect to how it affects p ' 

Pa e 2 1 6  / t undergraduate pilot training, and your letter of May &h, to 
2 Congressman Montgomery on this. subject, could you lease 

I 3 elaborate on your concern, your comments.? ~ ~ e c l f i c a b  the 
4 risks assqqated in cwdueting all inlermed~ate a d v a n c d  
5 strtke trarnlng at a slngle base. 
6 In your words you stated that this would be a 
7 difficult task and r d u c e  the capacity for sur e operations, 
8 and that could be unacceptable, considering b e  t n c r d  
9 ilot training requirements I think we all know are there. 

10 60 ou still support this recommendation to close M e d i a n ?  
I I AnYdo ou have an concerns about rt? 
12 A ~ M  B O O R ~ A :  Well, let me be very clear that what 
I3 I'm going to say i s  my own personal opinion. The 
14 Department's o i n ~ o n  -- 
Is COMMI?SIONER KLING: G m l  enough for me. 
16 ADM BOORDA: Oka The C)epartment's opinion is as 
17 stated in the submission. &s was a tou h call, Meridian. 
I8 Looking a! the BCEG*s figures, tht:re1r ?%out an 18 rcent -. 
19 and Mr. Ptne may want to be more spectfic than t h a c n  a 
20 moment -- about an 18 percent,excr.+s ca acity if you d o  it 
21 all, a11 the strike training, at l(mgsvr1le-60 us complex. 
22 That should be enough. As we watch. and?or affordability 
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wi~ching to Guam. Secretary Pine, in our letter to 
-presentative Undenvocxl, you stated t la t  through long term , f i s t s ,  outright transferrals, o r  any other mutually 

rgrwable arrangement, as much of  the land and facilities as 
5 possible on Guam, ou'd work out such agreements. 

Do you feel that it's most beneficial for you if 
7 the commission just la s hands off and allows ou to proceed 
x i s  YOU would; o r  woulY i t  help. grven the ast Xistory of 
9 ncgtltiations between th! depanment and Euum, if we had 

lo language to he1 the rev~talirntron move forward quicker 
MR. PIRYE: Well. a you know, we're advocates of 

1 2  tIrx~hle langua e wherever i t  can be supplied to us. We've 
I I r.rd ;1 ~uinthcr o?discussions with Reprcsrntative Undcw,od and 
I J  Governor Guiterez of Guam, and others about the disposition 
1 5  of  thc p rosmy_ And d th~nk  we can come to an am~cahle 
1 6  unclcrbtan rng In thrs case. 

In partrcular, the Icxation of the MSC shi \ s and , 
1s the helico ter squadron seem to me that rather t an d r r s t ~ v c  
19  language the relocation of  thpm, language that illlows 
20 rhe llzct commander the tlexjbilrty to ~ u t  those squadrons 
2 I where it  best suits his operatiopal "As would be very 
2 2  helplul. And that would perm11 hrm to locate them in  Guam 
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I f o r  part o r  all of the future as ma be hest for them. 
2 Back to the dm sitron of  t L  property. I thrnk 
1 that we are on a g d r d c k  with the government of G u a m  I 
4 think we can d o  it without a great deal of help. The more 
5 flcxible the Ian uage, the better for us. 
6 c o M M 1 s I l o N ~ R  STEELE: Okay. Somebody can help 
7 rcmind me -- the recommendation that we received, were the 
m kfSC shi s to o to Hawaii? 
v ~ d ' .  P I ~ E :  y e s  

I o COMMISSIONER STEELE:. So you'd like tp open that up 
?her and not desrgnate Hawarr, specrfically, rn our 

I I1 w ~ u k i ~ i g  out thc vpcration~l ctlain of  command on our visit wc 
1 8  were told that you had actually -- the department as a whole 

1 9  u o ~ i l d  like to retain the fuel farm, that it y a s  an overs i~h t  
' 10 to have i t  on the list. Would ou all concur with that. 

!I M R .  PIRIE: We would Tike access to the fuel farm. 
!! l i ' e  would like to be able to use the fuel farm. Whether we 
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I Force, I think th.1 will work out very well. And then &e 
2 prospect of moving -- no, I'm sorry -- setting up the pilot 
3 tninrng and the wa ~ o t  i t  set up -- nght now, 
4 in Co us Christi. ~ty~$;::dostanding ou move all%: T- 
5 44s to'Bensacola. And with the i n c r m s e d k F 0  and WSO or  
6 basic NAV training, navigator training, d o  you have room lo 
7 d o  all that down at Pensacola? 
B ADMIRAL BOORDA: I t  fits, J.B. I don't want to 
v ive anybody the impression thal we can't fit it the wry we 

10 Rave it, it's a sur Be Issue Are we wing to do more 
I t  cow.olidatiqn in k c  Air ~ o r ~ e ?  I t h k  we'd like to, and I 
I ?  think the Air Force would ltke to and we're goin I to keep 
I3 working L a  problem. But right now, no, things81 where we 
1 4  got them. 
I S  COMMISSIONER DAVIS: And this mornin with the Air 
I6 Force, Adrmral Boorda, it c a m  up that if the J ~ A T S  ocs to  
n be a turbo 'et versus a turbo prop, that may cause the h a v y  
18 some Do ou want to comment on that? 
1 9  ADMIRAL B&RDA: Well, as you well h o w ,  we're 
20 oing to have air space issues, de ridin on what JPATS looks 
2 1  (ke. And withqu! knowing w&! J P ~ T S  l w k s  like it's a 
22 little hard to anticrpate that. I th~nk  that whatever 
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I  PI, if JPATS is m airplane [hat requires bigger AQs, 
2 dl erent kmd of issues, ~ o u ' r e  ic ing to see US have to 
3 consolidate more That's t IZ way we would deal with it. But 
4 that's really speculative until we k.now what the airplane 
5 looks like. 
ti COMMISSIONER DAVIS: A r  you all can suspect, we've 
7 had a lot of help wrth some of things we're doin . And we 
a even gave you a little help with the sight out at 8orona. rn 
9 that we've added it -- put it on to (take a look at it. And 

10 as I pull on that string I find there are several maybe down 
Ir sides to that process, that you've pot all that consolidated. - 

MR. PIRIE: Yes. 
COMMISSIONER STEELE: Okay. The fuel farm on 

1 5  Guam --jtrst kind of finish Guam off here -- had c h o ~ c e  of 
16 worcl~,  excuse me. delerate -- finish the issue of Guam - -  

17 whether we could consolidate or move the functions at the 
18 tech facilit but, rather, what was \he employment in that 
19 area and wiat  had ha pened in thal area. 
20 COMMlSSlONqR DAVIS. Basically. what we'rc getting 
21 from the communities is that it IS a independent unit, it 
22 needs to stay as an independent unit because of the service 

1 2  it's a fairly ihde ndent oiganization sitting there. And hy 
I3 movrn it does t%e.t you cause you some detress, even though 
I4 you deferred it becnlise of the ecorlomic impact? 
I S  ADMIRAL BOORDA: 1 t h ~ n k  -- if 11's all right, I'd 
16 ask Mr. Pirie to answer it. becaust the real issues were not 

I 1 
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i Page 225 1 t own it or not is I think a matter of  relative indifference to 
I 2 us. 

3 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Okay. Well, wc'U follow 
: 4 thlou lh with that one in writing just to  make sure that we 

r have B e  language that would be most flexible. 
: 6 Only W u s e  I was cau ~ h t  off guard --this is very 

7 =re -- I'm gorn to reld thekalance of my trme. 
8 COMMISS~ON~R CORNELL: Thank you, commi~sioncr. 

' 9 COhlMlSSlONER DAVIS: Thank you, Ms. Sector. I'm 
I O  sol-r , hacause of  inefficient management on my part I was 

, I  I unab;c to be here for our stirring opening setement. But 
12 I've r u d  it very u ichy  and I d o  appreciate 11, and I1m 
1 3  sorry that 1 m i s d  it. 
1 4  My questrons are 1 guess pretty much alon the same 
1 5  line I llad before. A sin, I appreciate Admiral 8wrda.s  ve;y 
11 thuughtlul remarks a%ot the pilot trdinin As you know, 
11 uab very concerned about the serrch capa%ility and he's been 
18 vcry limhright in that process. 
1 9  I do have another, I ~uess ,  pilot training question 
lo and l will try to et througk it reasonably uick In . 

'(ing at the pikt trainin and talkin a l l h e  Air Force 
hat kind of meshing tkat you are !ohg with the Air 
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I it provides to  both the second and third fleets. I just 
2 really need some of  our gurdance. 
3 ADMIRAL B O b D A :  We arc tuhnically more upable 
4 than we were four o r  five years ago, GPS, a lot of  recordiog 
s systems, a lot more 3-D radars, a Ic~t more ability to know 
6 what hap ned and evaluate it make:s that not as ood a case 
7 as it migKhave bccn in the past. But the issues k e n  are 
I really employment issues. 
9 DO you want to -- 

10 MR.  PIRIE: No, I mean, I ai:re(2 with our answer. 
I I TtxhnieaIIy the DSEC looked pt movm paXof that rclivit 
12 to the ~ a v a l  PG School where i t  would co-located wrth t i t  
13 operations research faculty. And that looked to us to be a 
I4 real kind of  winnin alignment. Th:: other parts of it, some 
1 5  c!f !t goes to China fake ,  some to other Naval arr research 
16 facilities. We did not see that we wt:~~rld lose anything that 
I7 couldn't be -- wasn't really redundant elsewhere. 
18 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: And I think m last question 
19 is that -- of course, $64.000 question -- whrch I thought 
20 that you answered rrther eloquent1 , Admiral Boor&. I 
21 haven't read the papers yet, but I &s't know how the Sea 
22 Wolf fared in the mark-up. but is there anything that9s 
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t happcncd, since you were at Portsmouth, to change your mind 
2 on the k ind o f  risks that we:'d be taking i f  we close 
3 Portsmouth. 
4 ADMIRAL BOORDA: In the Housc mark-up Sea Wolf did 
5 not make it. We stil l have to see what's o ~ n g  to hap n i n  Q I 6 the Senate. We're hopeful I think I 'd  11 e to echo w%t 
7 the Secretary has said before and that is that this is an 
P uncertain business, that the d88s are goln to be wlth us for Q 9 a long time, depcndin on how construct~on ans and funding 

lo  o; and 1 h o p  we'l fbe totally svneJsfve but depending on 
I I f o w  they go, the 688 could become even more important for 
12 even longer. And it's a retty risky business shuttingdown 
13 the center o f  excellence &at takes care o f  that submarme. 
14 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Lastl , Mr .  Secretary, I'd 
15 l ike to thank youprsonal ly  for eve pike I 've been on a 
16 naval base. they i d  not chisuse me7or my secondary 
17 education. I (Laudter.) 

COM ISSIONER DAVIS: And they were verv kind lo us 
20 and they were ve forthright i n  their akwers. Ii was a 
21 pleasure to be b a x  on a naval base. 
22 SECRETARY DALTON: Thank you very much, 

I lcss com licatcd maybe to do it. but we would hope to bc sarc 
2 at both fkations. 
3 COMMISSIONER COX: Okay. And then lmally on that. 
4 Ict me ask ou a ucsticm bccausc wc askcd somc of our folks 
5 out i n  -- & a x  gill iarns, specificall , i n  ~ a r i n e b e s t  Coast 
6 Aviation, who is i n  char e o f  i t  -- &r some numbers to look 
7 at the March option, imcfhe rovided us with some numbers. 
P And I will say wc workld with Rim in '93, too, and frankly hc 
9 was closer on lhc numbers than the DOD was, as it wcll turned 

to out. 
I I Those numbers that he provided the Base Closure 
12 Commission -- us, personally and our staff, at our r a l u ~ x t  - -  
13 are vastly different than the numbers that we have gotten 
14 from the Navy on the cost o f  the March option. I realize 
15 ou'rc not an expert on numbers. but my expcricncc with Mr 
16 h i l l iams is that.his n ~ ~ m b e n ,  have k n  very d 
17 I wonder ~f you just mlpht comment -- Bcq iare  not 
IR even close, as you knl:)w, we re tens o f  millions o f  dollars 
19 apart ~n a year. Coultl you ive us, at least, some commenl 
20 on whether you t h i e  i t  m ib i t  be somewhere i n  betyeen. or 
21 perhaps our folks d!dn't get to look a t  the whole p~cture or 
22 -- how dYo you explain that enormous d~fference? 
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I GENERAL MUNDY: Rarcly. Probably in an cxcrcisc 
2 or. vou know. certainlv onerationallv: hut not on a rout~ne 

WI 111 

7 itself is different. 
8 GENERAL MUNDY: Thc volumc is considcrablc. Thcrc 
9 are a lot o f  -- as I think you well know -- El Toro has. four 

to runways, Miramar has one. So there are some compl~cat~ons 
I I You have the Marine layer that comes ~n from the sea that 
12 complicates air traffic control, IFR versus VFR, from t ~ m e  to 
13 time. seasonally. 
14 So there w i l l  more difficulty i n  o rating there 
15 than there would be I( they were s e p a r a t z ~ u t ,  agatn, my 
16 fundamental belief 1s it's osslble to do 11. 
17 COMMISSIONER C8X: You co111d do it. It would bc 
18 safer l o  do i t  at March, were that an option? I mean you 
19 wouldn't disagree -- or E l  Toro or  somewhere outside, i f  that 
20 were an o tion 
2 1 GE&RAL MUNDY: Well, I'd prcfcr not to say safer 
22 although that's debatable. I would prefer to say i t  would k 
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I difference in those -- 
2 COMMISSIONER COX: Right. Although ~ l l c  nu~nlxrs. as 
3 I understand, thatlhey've glven us on houslng do not a s s u m  
4 we're olng 10 b u ~ l d  more, but do assume because San Dlego 
5 cost oA iv ing  is higher th?t our costs are going to go u 
6 moving to ;an Diego. w h ~ c h  I aqsume even the Navy ~ m ' l  
7 disagree wlth. 
8 GENERAL MUNDY:  Yeah. As far a$ the other cost 
9 factors, again can I ass off to you on that, Robert'! 

to MR. PI~IE: &ell, ~f the Issue IS does the actual 
I I estitnatd cost of the move from El  Toro to Miramar excccd the 
12 estimations i n  the COIBRA model, I think that's not a 
13 surprise; because the COBRA model, for one thing, c x c l u k ~  
I 4  environmental restoral:ion costs. 
I5 COMMISSIONEfC COX: That's really not thc issuc ~n 
16 fact the COBRA modcl was wron , i t  now appears, h d thrcc- 
17 fold factor -- ofact"al spent dohars, not projecteJ;osts. 
l a  from El  Toro to M~ramar.  
19 But that's not the issue. M y  on1 int was at the: 
20 time Mr. W i l l i a m  a n t ,  the very same 6ffOAC staff told us that 
21 the costs would be about where the re going to come out. 
22 which is three times more than the i;'avy projected at that 
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I Commissioner. We a rtxiate having you, and want to 
2 compliment you and ayrthe commiss~oners for the exhaustive 
3 schedule that you've had since we last met, all the places 
4 you've been and the schedule that you've been on to get 
5 around 10 hear from everyone. And we certainly welcomed you 
6 aboard our naval facilities and appreciate having you and 
7 commend ou for a l l  that you've done. 
8 COtdMISSIONER DAVIS: Thank you very much. Mr. 
9 Chairman. 1 yield the rest olf m time. 

10 COMMlFl?NER COKNEILA: Thank you, Commissioner 
I t Davis. Cornm~ss~oner Rebtrxca Cox. 
12 COMMISSIONER COX: Thank you. I want to start by 
13 just following up on a couple o f  questions that have been 
I4 asked by other commissioners, to make sure I understand. 
15 General Mundy, if I could start with ou on the 
16 March A i r  F o m  Base 1.ssue. You indicatdthat  certainly the 
17 Marines are worklng w ~ t h  flxed flnd rotary aircraft in  many 
18 places, and that that s a doable s~tuatlon. I f  we do 
19 everything that the DOD has recommended, you'll have over 100 
20 fixed wing, I think, and over 100 helicopters at Miramar. 
21 Are you operat~ng w ~ t h  that k ~ n d  o f  volume and that k ~ n d  o f  
22 air space with a mixed group? 
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t GENERAL MUEIDY. Wcll, Ict mc.say first and tilcn I'm 
2 going to turn here -- we have a conven~ent system here o f  
3 passln o f f  to the u on the end o f  the table. 
4 '!!OMMISSlOkl&P COX: I scc I was hoping to yst you 
5 to an.wer to that one. 
6 (Lau hter.) 
7 C E ~ k ~ A ~  MUbIDY You makc a ood point. and I wouM 
8 say that i n  support o f  Major General d l l i a m s  and his crew 
9 out there that, ~ndeed, the amount o f  money that i! has cost 

10 us to move from El Toro down to M inmar  is I thl lk  as you 
I I know already beyond what -.- we've already been glven more 
12 money than was ~n i t ia l l y  est~matd.  
13 So they have been, the 're on scene and the Itx)k 
14 at a lot o f  g~fferent ihi~ngs. %me o f  that relates, [think. 
15 to the facllltles that are available and to the rcept~on o f  
16 the replacement versus the acceptance o f  a g i l i t y .  For 
17 example, we know we're closing a lot of housing. sornc 1.700 
18 units up around El Toro. as we movc south. Thc . on thc Wcsr 
19 Corvt, understandably -- and I would, too, i t w e  had the 
20 money to do i t  -- would l ike to go down and rebu~ld a 
21 quantlt o f  housin in  another area. 
22 & some o f  t fat has been as a result o f  the 
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I That notwithstanding, the prospxt  of moving to 
2 March is more a function o f v  geoplle and resources that we 
3 don't have to be able to run t at ase. 
4 COMMISSIONER COX: Sure. 
5 GENERAL MUNDY: Were the base available could we go 
6 there as a tenant? 
7 COMMISSIONER COX: You'cl love to. 
8 GENERAL M,UNDY: We would opt for it just like that. 
9 But  hat's not 

10 COMMIg%?fk COX: l undenwnd. And I didn't nuin 
lo follow-u that closely. Secretary Dialton also to follow- 

on the &on. issue and, frankly, you know 1 wish in a 
#nu you hadn't l m k d  at 11 on a polltical basis because 

there are a lot of  nulitary a r  uments for Corona and I wonder 
I 5  if you might take a look at tiat.  
16 I'm in the airline business, we have the National 
17 Transportation Safet Bodrd It's an in~dependent group, it 
l a  oversees everythin froorno& tninin r to accidents to whcthcr 
19 the FAA is doing t k  right thing. &ere are a lot of people 
?O wlio - -  I'm sure Boeing woclld like to have the NTSB working 
21  oui o f  Bosing's offices. Tlis FAA itself wouldn't mind having 
22 the NTSB under it. 
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I Florida and South Carolina and California, had all been hit 
2 significant1 -- 
3 CO&ISSIONER COX: No. I understand that you -- 
4 SECRETARY DALTON: -- and those are the reasons 
5 that we made the decision. And af~er the recommendation that 
6 we made on Long Beach, which w.is ainful but we thought was 

w e  made the decisiori t&t we  did with respect to : ZZZ%Kdr facilities. 
9 COMMISSIONER COX: 1 gut+ what I'm saying is it 

lo might be helpful if you would look at lt not an ,economic 
I I lmpact basis, but on a rml~tary value added basis because I 
1 2  think we would be interested rn your thoughts on that, too. 
13 And, Admiral Boorda, you look like you wanted to 
I ?  say somethin on that? 
15 A D M I ~ A L  BOORDA: No. Only that, in fact, we've 
16 done that. And that's why it would have been on  the list had 
17 it not been for economic Issues. The independent look that 
I8 ou talk about -- and I'm not sul;gesting you put it on the 
19 bst, I mean, tt's not on the list now, you v d d d  it lor 
20 consideration -- 
2 1  COMMISSIONER COX: We added it, right. 
22 ADMIRAL BOORDA: But tlic ~ndcpcndent look you talk 
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I time. My only p o ~ n t  is that's a done deal, it's over, those 
z issues are -- nobody is looking at reopening El Toro. My 
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I about could be dooe easily from mother lace, and thabs the 
2 pcgtgradurte school. They also ilre not 8eet operators. 
3 ey do assessments for us in a lot of areas. 
4 COMMISSIONER COX: Okny. And I have just !wo other 
5 quick questions, and they're really sort of  'what if, You 
6 all proposed that we reverse a '93 dccision to move NAVSEA to 
7 White Oak and i n s t a d  move it tc~ the Nav Yard. 
8 Also in *93 we indicated th.41 S P A ~ R  ought to stay 
9 in the area, although I don't think: we specifically said -- 

10 if wc did not i l k ~  your d i r e ~ ~  on NAVSEA to White Oak, the 
I I SPAWAR people have indicated that they believe that there are 
1 2  more synergies with what they do here than what they d o  in 
I3 San Diego an$ prefer to stay In the area. 
I 4  If we d ~ d  not would ou be supportive -- not move 
I5 White Oak, if we lefl White J a k  ope11 and moved NAVSEA to 
16 Wlrile Oak would you be interested i n  leaving SPAWAR at the 
17 Navy Yard? 
18 SECRETARY DALTON: That's pretty convoluted. Our 
I9 plan is -- we think that what we're ru:ommending tp you makes 
20 the most sense and we recomrnencl that you take it. But the 
21 hypothetical, I'll ask Robert to -- 
22 MR. PIRIE: Yes. That is a hypothetical question I 

.- 
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I But we've all decided, as w airline industry, that 
? it 's important to have that independent outside look where 
3 they don't have any other role -- they're not involved in 
4 Innning or procurement or promotion of GPS or anything elsc. 
5 h e y  can look at it independentlj. . . 
6 I see Corona comlng out o the atrline business 
7 very much in that same category, they're an independent 
8 group. And you all are p r o r l n g  to move them to the -- you 
9 aren 1, .Secretary Dalton -- ecretary Perry and the Navy are 

10 rnpsrng  to move them to the equivalent of the FAA or  
I I goalng. And 1 worry about that on an independent assusmen[ 
12 basis. I wonder if you wouldn't mind, Secretary Dalton, 1 
13 h o w  you took them off the list on a political basis and 
14 maybe, therefore, didn't have an opportunity to look at the 
15 rnil~tnry independent assessment issue -- i f  you wouldn't mind 
16 commentin on that. 
17 SEC~ETARY DALTON: Well. Commissioner, as I 
18 indicated I don't really have anything much to add beyond 
19 what I toid you at our previous meetin It was the decision 
20 that 1 made with respwt to lookin at t%e, tohl impact of 
i.1 had bwn done in BRAC '91. BfAC 91. and looking n~ BRAC 

, the recommendations we were making to the states of 

-1'4 

Page 240 
I would dearl love to leave severely alone. 
2 ( h u  Xar.) 
3 MR. fIRIE: We're recommencling moving SPAWAR to San 
4 Diego because it allows us to achit:ve a cons~derable 
5 consplidatioo of  staff and support r'br SPAWAU and 
6 consrderable savlngs over the years. And that savlngs is not 
7 allowable with other options, such as Navy Yard, such as 
8 Hanscom Air Force Base. 
9 COMMISSIONER COX: So ur~related to the fact that if 

10 we move NAVSEA to the Navy Yard, y w  would not have room for 
1 I SPAWAR - you would still recommend that we move SPAWAR to 
12 San Die o? 
1 3  M$. PIRIE: Yes. Abrolulely. 
14 COMMISSIONER COX: Thanlc you. And then. lastly, 
15 Secretary Dalton, w e  recently received a letter from the 
16 Secretary of  Trans rtation expressing concern about the 
n Coast Guard ?t A&. I wooder if o erations of the C o s t  
1 8  Guard were iven considerahon on tpe Adak pro 
19 SECRETARY DALTON: I haven't seen t ~ ? "  
20 corres ndence, Commissioner. 1.11 be hap to take a I m k  
21 at it. Qith res t to the Coast F u i ~ r d a t  AS& -- 
22 MR. PIE: I've smn it -- arld tt came in vary 

3 only point was that his track record on numbers, at l u s t  in 
that area and involving those assets, has been a whole lot 

s better than the Navy's. 
6 And [.was wondering if, erhaps, you all might be 
7 willin 1 to lve that a closer loo! given hls track record. 
s ~ R . $ I R I E :  Well, I sm always interested in new 
u idcas. And not having lhs numbcn before me and not having - 

10 - 
I I COMMISSIONER COX: We'd bc happy to do it lor ihc 
12 r s o r d .  
13 MR. PIRIE: -- had an opportunity to d o  a detailed 
1 4  analysis of  them, I can't tell you whether I believe them or 
I S  not. 
16 COMMISSIONER COX: Oka Ma be you'd just takc a 
n icu,k at both sets. That would be f?&di~l 
1 8  GENERAL MUNDY: But la me reinlorce, Commissioner. 
IP if' l nla , again -- I'd like to sa your thesis is not without 
10 some h g r r e  of accurrc m d  $1, yes, the pro.ections out 
2 I there were pretty close L.xattse it i m k s  like where w r r e  
2 ?  going 
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I late. as a matter o f  fact. And we believe that the Coast 
2 Guard ha.. other options in  the Aleutian Chain and elsewhere 
3 i n  Ala.ka to su ort their o erations. However, ~f they wlsh 
4 to take over NA)! Adak ancrPay $25 million a year to operate 
5 it, I 'm sure that we can come to some klnd o f  an agreement. 
6 COMMISSIONER COX.: You're wil l ing to work with 
7 them, to work out their ope:ratlon problems. 
8 MR.  PIRIE: I 'm wllltng to work wtth the Coast 
9 Guard an time. 

I l o  COLMISSIONER COX: vou. 
I I COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Thank iou, Commissioner 
12 It's my distinct privilege at this time to Introduce our 
13 chairman, the distinguished cli~airman of the 1995 Dcfcnsc Base 
14 Closure and Realignment Commission, formcr senator from the 
15 great state o f  Illinois, Alan Dixon. 
16 CHAIRMAN DIXON:  Thank you, Mr .  Chairman. 
17 Gentlemen, may 1 first say to you I apologize for being one 
I 8  during some of your testimony. As mcn of your im f: 
19 h o p  you undcrshnd thcrc arc somc houscksepin Ggni;'now 
20 w ~ t h  the vote starting next Thur&y. I 'm  oniy going to ask 
21 three uestions. 
21 b e  is  one I would rather not ask. And I say i n  
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I talked about i t  a minute ago. 
2 It's my personal oplnion -- it's, not the 
3 Department s opinion -- that we're r ~ g h t  on the nlargln of 
4 surgc ca ability. I agrcc with t l ~c  nunibcrs that thc BCEG l las 
5 done. And that would give us about 18 percent excess 
6 capacity training at Kingsville, using the Kingsville-Corpus 
7 complex. That requires ever thing to go 'ust right. 
R I would like -- personahy, not the d e  artment's 
9 position -- to be able to find a way to workgetter with the 

10 A i r  Force to keep some residual capabilit there for surge; 
I I to keep tha! lace open, not totally c l o d  and still tr 10 
12 get the f l ex l f i ~ i t  IO get the savings from combining things 
I 3  at Kjn sville. &at would r uire you to give us more 
I4 flexlb#ity than we have a s k 3  for. And that's why I say 
15 it's mrpersonal opinion. 
16 everything goes exactly as lanned, we'll be 
I7 okay and wc will close 11 vcry good an!vcry ncw base tha~ was 
18 hard for us to ut on the list. 
19 CHAIRJAN DDI)(ON: Wcl~,  I l l u r  you, but id mc ~CII 

20 you my roblem wi th -- I respect the answer. Let me tell you 
21 my robyem now. I w a s  here i n  the Reagan years. I voted 
22 for k e  build-up. I f  I was here 1.d stil l be votlng against 
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I advance o f  the question, Mr .  Secretary and Admiral Boorda 
2 that I know and respect you both for everythin you do; and 
3 even when 1 dpn't agree with you, I understand clearly 
4 what our p s l t i o n  IS. 
5 h o w ,  I 'm  compelled !to make this statement and ask 
6 this question. 1 ho you understand it. I 'm not trying to 
7 put you on the s y b u t  eight o f  US have to vote. 
8 You recen& ;evised [[he pro.ected pilot training 
9 rate -- now, it's been discussed a d t t ~ e  but we haven't 

10 gotten specific -- to reflect increases i n  pilot training 
I I rquirernents, including the introduction o f  additional FA-  
12 18s, EAG-P uadrons. I h,ave seen, and i t i s i n  our packet. 
13 A d m n l  ~ m z a ,  the letter YOU sent to the dlst~ngulshed 
14 congressman from that distfict who all o f  us have great 
15 affection for. 
16 Now, you conclude ;- I won't bore the audience with 
17 the whole question by saylng this -- the combination o f  
18 increaserl strike PTR in  a single-strike training base makes 
19 success~ul completion of our projwted PIR more difficult and 
20 reduces our capacity for surge operations, and that could be 
21 unacce table. I understand that. 
22 Jut  the trade-off remains the degree o f  difficulty 
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I the reductions. A l l  right? But that's Alan Dixon, and 
2 that's not the count and that's not the Congress right 
3 now. And 1 acce t z a t .  There's a change. 
4 Now, all o f u s  wish there was more. And we're 
5 gning to have to make some tough choiccs herc. Now. thcrc's 
6 a 40 percent reduction in  a u t h o r i d  and appropriated 
7 amounts, and a 30 rcent reduct~on i n  force level. And i f  
a we ive you e v e r y t ~ n g  that all o f  you have asked for --  
9 "c)tfing more than that, let's w u m  that. it 's not the way 

10 11's go~ng  to ha pen, c:xactly, hut let's just assume tha~ lor 
I I the purposes o?our d iauss~on -- i f  we give the DOD 
12 everythrng they ask for, it's 21 percent. So there's excess 
13 capac~t out there. 
14 &w, I know thlere's a lot o f  risk and a lot o f  
15 stuff we're doing, but I have to say that, unfortunately, 
16 you, tlic guys (hat are going to Iiavc to makc thcsc judg~~~ctit ;~l 
17 decisions In  many caus -- now, I don't say we can't change 
I8 thcsc thin s, some of them we're ar uing about. wc might hnvc 
19 some different ideas, i n  fact, andall  B e  services might 
20 have some different ideas, some at the mar in, some at the 
21 heart, maybe. BuI it's; on numbers where iften's an arguable 
22 difference. 
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1 or risks versus costs to o erate two strike trainin bases. 5 2 And 1 undershd  that. &)ow, this mornin one o m 
3 distinguished colleagues asked General ~ u f l i v m ,  a n d  
4 Swrctaty Togo said. Now. hcre, ~ o u ' r e  closin two dcpos' - 
5 and.then the went throu h k in  o f  h potbetical caw. And 
6 I satd. "lsnn'?there a lot 0% risk i n  He said, "Yeah. 
7 There's a lot o f  risk ~n that, but we considered i t  as an 
8 acceptable risk; i n  view o f  the cost, we recommend doing it." 
9 And, you know, I 'm 6oing.h be honest with ou now. 

10 This is one o f  them that we re gotn to have a tou time 
I I with around hen, so I'm compellukto ask both okyou in  a 
12  specific way about Mendlan. Now, what are you telllng us 
I3 herc? We know you'rc gctting i t  down to onc. ou'rc oin to 
14 ~ v e  a Id o f  money, but is II an unacceptabfe risk? d w ,  is 
15 11 acceptable or isn't 11 acceptable? I guess that's what 1 
16 have to ask ou 
17 ADMlkAL BOORDA: As I was -- Mr. Secretary, do yo11 
18 want to o first? 
19 ClkAlRMAN DIXON: I almosl hcsitak to use your own 
20 words to ask the question, but -- 
2 1 ADMIRAL BOORDA: No. I'm glad ypu did. llasmuch as 
22 they were mine, let me ansurer your quesllon. I thlnk we 
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I But it's hard for those o f  us, I w i l l  say in  due 
2 respect we have three distinguished men that had the 
3 experiences you had up here that I 'm privileged to serve with 
4 here -- but it's hard for us to make that kind o f  a udge~nent 
5 ahout this dog one thing. 1 u s t  want to level w i k  you 
6 about that. I cfon't feel Fom#ortahle with it. I don't want 
7 to take an unnecessary r~sk .  So I hate to pursue tt beyond 
8 that. 
9 I don't know, Mr .  Secretary, do you have anything 

10 further ou want to say? 
I I S&RETARY DP.LTON: Mr Chairman, as thc CNO 11- 
12 indicated, this was a tou h recomniendation for us k a u s e  o f  
I3 the points that he has oulined. We do feel like that the 
I 4  Kin ,sville-Corpus Christi complex has sufficient cap;rily to 
15 s inb  c.side - .' all our Department o f  the Navy strike tra1111n 
I6 Even i f  we do add the 10 fllght squadrons and relcriate tk 
I 7  E2-CZ l n i n  to Kingsvlle. 
I 8  He's made the print with respect to what woultl 
I9 hapfiyn., Wc don't plan on brin in2 on 10 additional syuadrlt~~r 
20 at t 1s t~me. As a matler o f  fact. we're talkin with 
21 discussions between three and s i x  But i f  weaid, wc could 
22 make it. So we have the ability to do i t .  I t  still makes 11 
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I Robles. I would like to finish up with a few questions that 
2 1 have. Going back to the consideration of Guam, not to be 
3 redundant but to be a little more precise on some of the 
4 tcstimony we rcceivcd, in regarding to the MSC shi s and tIC- 
s 5, we  understand that the senior leadership in t$ Navy has 
6 had discussions with Governor Goodarest and Congressman 
7 Underwood from Guam concerning the MSC s h ~ p s  and thew 
8 hellco ter squadron HC-5. 
9 h e  also heard h a t  you and a delegation from Guam 

10 are in essential agreement as to a change in the 
I I recommendation that will be a win-win position for both 
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12 parties. 
13 It a p r r s  to  us  that the decision to relocate o r  
14 locate the SC ships and HC-5 at a particular location is not 
IS  a decision that depends on whether a articular base is 
16 closed o r  not and whether either unit l a s  more than 300 
17 civilian personnel. 
18 Consequently, would it be acce table to you if the 
19 Commission made n o  decision as to t/e final location of MS( 
20 ships and HC-5 and rccornmendcd any such decision be made b 
21 the Navy at some time in the future when the leadership o r  
22 the Navy found it necessary? 

Pa e 253 ? I most o f  that work IS construction. The construction o a 
2 submarine and the puttin together of the nuclear power plant 
3 and fueling it is a much hfferent operation than refueling 
4 or defueling. 
5 Oddly -- probably not oddly enou h, I think you'd 
6 probably underrtand refueling and defu i ing  is a much more 
7 complex o p e n t ~ o "  becau,se you're work a hot reactor, and 
8 ou re worlung wlth radioactive materials from the very 
9 gelinnin in a mnlincd space We had not planned on moving 

10 Bat  ~ 0 %  lo the private sector. 
I I COMMISSIONER ROB!,ES: So there is really no plan, 
12 Ion term-plan even to conslder dolng that funct~on or  ptece 
13 of t ia t  function? 
14 ADMIRAL BOORDA: As Ion as we have to do 
IS  refuelin defuel~ng and overhaul wo% for the -- focus on 
16 the 6 8 8 % l a s  for a minute --.for the 688 Class, and in 
I7 everything goes exact1 llke 1t.s sup sed to -- the last 688 
I8 doesn't go  away until $026 -- then i K u l d  make sense for us 
19 to d o  that work in public yards rather than in the private 
20 sector. 
21 COMMISSIONER ROBI-ES: Okay. Thank you, Admiral. 
22 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Thank you, Commissioner 

I remain. 
- 

2 The testing facili!:ies would remain, the launch 
3 testing facilities, the t a t  tracks, the airport. Most ol 
4 those types of facilities would reniain. 
5 I t  s my understanding that in determining the cost 
6 of the closure that the cost of nlovlng that qu lpment  was n c ~  
7 figured -- there are about 300 pieces of equipment there -- 
8 and that when it was de te rmind  they were not includul, the 
9 local command was asked to arrive at the number of i a e s  ol 

10 e q u i p m a t  they n d e d  to move in order to d o  the jo;, and 
I I they came up wrth a numhcr somcwhcre. as I remember, around 
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I Navy has declared to be excess to thew needs. 
2 Also, we understand that tlicre is no disa rwlnent 
3 wlthln the Navy as to the recos i~~icnda t~ons  of fills relx)rt. 
4 Would the Navy have an,q objcction i f  this Commission ~ncludcd 

rt recommendations to transfer those Nav lands ~n : ieei%:u"f?94 re rt to the Governnlent of Guam u n l r  the 
7 procedures of t g  Base Closure Act? 
8 SECRETARY DALTON: That would be fine, Mr 
9 Chairman. We would have no objection. 

10 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Thank you. Mr. Sccrctary 
I I A ucstion or two on Lakchurst. That is somclhing we havcn't 
12  t ahed  about today. Lakehunt, as you gentlemen know. 
I3 handles all the launch and recovery, research and 
14 protot ping, procurement, testin 
I S  E appears that little wouldte ,  moved from there 
16 other than some of the heav mach~nery and the 
17 remanufacturing of sonie oz the  uipment the manufactur~nt 
I8 of si.ngle-point I ~ M ,  items t h a t 7  they faded would cause 
19 a shlp to g o  over the dtxk. 
20 What would remilin would be, basically, in my 
21 understands now you #:an correct me if I'm wron but the 
22 engineering buildings rvould remain. Three b u ~ l d k g s  would 

12 124. 
13 They were told that that number really did 1101 lit 
14 into the model, and that 74 was the right number. I have tuo 
15 questions, I guess. One would be your  feelings on that 
16 comment ~f you feel the are accurate In regard to that mow 
I7 and whether o r  not you &I it makes sense to overhaul those 
I8 lar e launch valves, the steam launch valves in Jacksonville 
19 and  then ship them to Lakehunt for testlnq. If you could 
20 answer those two uestions for me, please. 
21 SECRETAR% PIRIE: With respect to the.first issue 
22 what is the proper amount of  equipment to be shipped, thai 
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1 I SECRETARY DALTON: Mr. Chairman, that would 

2 certainly be acceptable. We did have a meeting. I had a 
3 short meeting wlth Mr. Perry, met with the Governor and the 
4 delegate at len th. 
5 SECREBARY PIRIE: As did Admiral Boorda. 
6 SECRETARY DALTON: And I defer to hlm. 
7 ADMIRAL BOORDA,: R ~ a u s c  you don't have to make 
8 t h a t $ ~ i s i o n  an? w e  can, 11 will give u s  some added 
9 f l ex~b~l i t  It will he1 Guani, and part~cularly ~n the case 

10 of  those ~ S C  ships. t k y 9 r e  not often in their own port 
I I anyway. The 're out working wherever wc want them to work. 
I2 That's why &e 're in the MSC. 
13 S o  1 t h l d i t  makes good sense. The Governor, 
14 Secrela Assistant Secretary and I all agreed that the 
15 flexibilni would be useful, and then we  can make that 
I6 decides when the time is ri ht. 
17 COMMISSIONER CO~NELLA:  Tl~nnk ystr In addition, 
18 somc commcnts about what's called the Glut '94 lands. Wc'rc 
19 interested in he1 ing ease theprocess of transferring excess 
20 federal land in 8 u a m  to the Government of Guam. 
2 1 And we understand thal: there are some 4,000 acres 
22 of Navy land included In a report known as Glut '94 that the 
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I was a discussion betwwn the chain of command of Ltkehu-1 
2 and the commanding officer, and it is perfect1 con.;l\tent y . :  . 3 with our system for the chain ofcorn~nand to dcci c w h n ~  \ (11' 
4 appro riate amount of stuff to move when a base is c l o s d .  
5 h e  normal dialqr<ue that takes place when a base IS 
6 nominated for closure I S  that the command immed~ately say-. 
7 "Well, you can close me, but ou have to re licate my e?t~rr: 
8 base at a iece of real estate o r m y  choosin \raid new. 
9 An!discussion goes on from there afbut. No. 

10 That's not what we had ~n mind. That's excess capacity wc'rc 
I I talkin about. We want you to close the base entirely. 
1 2  That &cussion goes on. and that is provided for in o u r  
13 system. 
14 So what you have seen in all that is the product O! 
I S  that. Certainly, the cornfnand dtxsn't like b e ~ n g  told. No. 
16 only 74 pieces, not 124, but that's the prerogattve of the 
I7  system's commander to decide 1I1;tt. 
18 Now, with respect to overhauling the valvcs in 
19 Jacksonville. I think that's an entirely reasonable position. 
20 It's a fine industrial facility. and there is no reason for 
21  us to replicate industrial facilities all along the East 
22 Coast. 
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I COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: YOU know I understand that 
explanation, and I could believe it if we could take and 
close that facility. So you tell me what kind of  advantages 

4 are I!) he gained other than back-filling Jacksonville by 
5 movln 1 that ur ment out at Lakehurst. 
a & E C R ~ A % Y  PIRIE: ?e,real roblem was that the 
i expense of moving the test f a c ~ l ~ t l u  u k c h  are in place 
a was - -  we r a l l y  couldn't come to closure on that. I t  would 
Y hrve h e n  better, if the expense had been nght, 10 relocate 

1 0  all of  that stuff at Patuxent R~ver .  
But in the end, we really -- it was a very hard 

1 2  decision and we really decided that was the en ineering and 
1 1  the test /acilities that we had to leave. It woul ‘I have been 
1 4  k t t c r  lo close the whole place, yes, sir. 

COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Thank you, sir. And I 
1 6  thank all o f  you gentlemen. .and I'm going to make Adnural 
1 7  Boorda sit throu h this one more time because I, too was 
In  golng to thank Zeneral Mundy for his many years o/ael lar  
I Y  serv~cc m d  lead? the young men of this country in the 
20 Marine Corps. e apprzc~ate your service to our country, 
21 s ~ r .  Thank you. 

GENERAL MUNDY. Thank you very much, Commissioner. 
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I COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: .And we would also like to 
2 suhmit written questions for the record. We will be getting 
3 thosc over to ou Thank you. 
4 (A briezreckss was taken.) 
5 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: We will continue. I'd like 
6 to introduce the next panel, Ms. Marge McManamay - I'm going 
7 to get it ri ht this t ~ m e  -- L~eutenant General Babbitt, 
8 Secretary Posh Gotbaum and Mr. Bob Bayer. Welcome. 
Y Secretary Gotbaum. 

10 SECRETARY GOTBAUM: Mr. Chairman. members of thc 
Comm~ssion -- 

COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Excuse me om moment. We y@fi.u' to w e a r  you in. If you would please rise and raise 
4 your right hand. We almost made it through the first day 

1 5  without making that mrstake, but we'll get 11 done here. 
16 (Panel sworn.) 
17 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Thank you. Secrclary 
1 8  Gothaum. 
14, SECRETARY GOTBAUM: I'm sorry to hcrrr tha! wc're 
20 the tirst grou you've heard today that you were sulticiently 
2 1  worried you k d  to s w a r  them in, 
11 --  Alter all of the hundreds of hours of hearings that 
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I I've k n  seeing 30 percent on :force structure, and I want to 
2 know if I am corrected on that. 
3 SECRETARY COTBAUM: I will tell you, sir, that when 
4 I first said that we don't have very good measures of 
5 infrastructure, we have even fewer --  or  rather, we have even 
6 more measures of force structure. 
7 So when I say generally a third to 40 percent, what 
8  I'm r a l l y  doing is g~ving  you a melange between number o f  
9 ligl\ter win s, numbrr of aclive duly troops, number of ships, 

10 et cetera. 9;'s somewhere b e t w t ~ n  30 and 40 rcent. I 
I I promise you we can gen up a stiitistic that wi l fk i f i rm your 
12 view. 
I3 But the critical point is by whatever measure our 
14 force structure is down considerably more than our 
IS ~nfrastructure, which is down atbout 20 percent. 
16 The recommendations the Secretary of Defense placed 
17 before you would reduce our infrastruc~ure by about another 5 
I8 or 6 percent. 
I P  It would result in savings to the Department o r  the 
20 tax ayers over a couple of decades net by somethine on the 
21 or& of  $ 1 8  billion. That's money we n e .  That s really 
22 my first potnt. It's our most important polnt by far. 
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I Second point, our rocess is not perfect, but it is 
1 considerably more objecfive than some of the stuff [ h a  we 
3 have h a r d  that has been present14 to 
4 Like ou, and in some cast:s w~tK"~o"U1kver the 1 s t  
5 thrcc -- w e i a v e ,  over the last three months, gone over our 
6 recommendations and alternatives that have been suggested i r  
7 light of  the sustnined anal sis anJ criticism from 
a communities, their consu$ts, ct e a e m .  
9 And with very few exceptions, some but very few, we 

10 still feel that the recommendatior~s we made to ou are sound 
I I Thcy*re still right. Both the recommendations b r  closure 
12 and the ones that ought to endure:. 
I3 This does not mean that the results are perfect or 
1 4  without error. We already last week sent a letter to the 
15 Commission admitting that our a.nalysis of Kirtland was not 
16 right and therefore withdrawing our recommendation that it be 
17 realigned. 
1 8 And I would like to deliver today and insert for 
I9 record a similar review of some work rn the Army, 
20 particularly at Dugway in which we conclude t h ~ t  for a 
21 vanety of rlasons more operational than cost-dnven we don't 
22 think that recommendation makes sense in light of the 
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I you all have done, frcmkl on behalf of the Secretary and 
2 the Department the first t k n g  1 want to say is we're very 
3 thankful for the opportunity you're givin us to et a last 
4 word in, since h e r e  is, obviousl a lot t ia t  has #append.  
5 Before I get to specifics, i?f ma , I'd like to 
6 make a couple of points, not necessanry because you will not 
7 have heard them before but because we thrnk they are 
8 sufficiently important that we make them. 
9 The tint one is that an aggressrvejrogmm of baw; 

1 0  closure remains absolutely necessary. rthout it we simply 
I I are not going to have the funds we need to maintain the 
1 2  torces we have to have for readiness in the next generation. 
13 There h+ been a lot of rhetoric recent1 about the 
14 end of the declrne of  the defense budget, anbthere IS even a 
I5 pmsput that our b u d s  at ths Department o f  Defense may be 
16 ~ncreaserl some this year. 
17 But whether it is o r  IS not, the fact of the matter 
1 8  I. [hilt the Defense b u d r t  is still going to be down versus 
I Y  the nlid-'80s by about 0 rcent. Our force structure is 
2 0  p i n g  t o  be down about 4rpercenl ,  m d  our infrastruct~lre IS 

' ,wn :thout 20 percent. 
('1 l A I R M A N  1)IXON: Is thirt correct, Mr. GOI~XIIIIII'! 
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I continued analysis that has gone on. 
2 So not perfect, not that there are no mistakes, but 
3 the law has required nnd we've t r ~ e d  to be ve objectrve and 
4 do so. That's not aIwa s the case with eye Xing you've 
r heard before you, and {know you know 1 thlnk it's 
6 important for us  lo remind you. 
7 You've s nt a lot of time now going through this 
8 stuff. You've G r d  talk from cornmumt~es from thelr 
P consultants, m y  e r r r t  consultants incluJina some very 

1 0  diqtinguished fla of  rcers and in tach case urgm you to do 
I I a llttle less, d o  aqittle different, keep a piece on 61s 
1 2  base, move some workload here, t:t cetera, leave just a few 
13 active operntions, whatever. 
1 4  You have also I suspect stron ly, have heard from 
15 within POD from officers who wou& like to keep pr,a!d to 
16 t h e ~ r  ex~st in rnfrastructure but wlthout the respons~b~llty 
17 !of paymg t i o ~  costs. 
l a  As you w e ~ g h  this, and ou obvious1 must. nnd we 
I9 know you will competently, ah we ask is tlat you remember 
20 that these folks do not have an obligation to protect the 
21 national defense within a fixed butlget, and we do. and we 
22 would assert you do. 
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I let me start, i f  I may, with the proposal made by the fofks 
2 in Utah to close all of  Lette:rkenny and move that work to 
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I As part of  that, we urould ask as you continue your 
2 review that like my other court o f  review, which this 
3 Commission obviously is, that you recognize the professional 
4 opent~onal and mllltary jud ment that has gone Into thew 
r recommendations and give if appropriate deference 
6 As you know, the CItairman o f  the Joint chiefs o f  
7 Staff has test~fied, and as ou've seen before you a lot of  
8 very senior military as we71 as civilian time went into these 
9 because this is not just a matter o f  countin beans. 

10 This is not just a matter o f  dollars. ft's a 
I I matter o f  operations, and tlhere are some recommendations 
12 which are, obviously, controversial hut which we made based 
13 on stron military advice. 
14 l v f b i v c  you one example that I know is before the 
I 5  Comrnisslon IS Grand Forks. In  our view, the issue is not 
16 whdher you could save money or not but closing all of Grand 
17 Forks. 
18 But i t  is the considerld judgment o f  !he Chief of  
19 Staff o f  the Air Force, of  the rest o f  the mll~tary 
20 leadership, i n  fact o f  each of the operational commanders 
21 that that 1s a fac~lity which we want to keep on an operat~ng 
22 basis. So as you review, as you take thls Into account, we 

qml' 

3 Hill. 
4 Let's be clear what we're not saying. Hill has, 
5 excess ca acity. That's untleniable, but we don't thlnk the 
6 way to fii that excess capacity is to tear down a joint 
7 operation just when the investments havc bcen made and it has 
8 begun to work. 
9 We have, as a result o f  a recommendation o f  the 

10 Commission in '93, consol~dated on an intersewice basis 
I I missile maintenance at Letterkenny. We have proposed, aftel 
12 considering the matter, to reslze and restructure and 
13 downsize a lot o f  Letterkenny but to k~ most o f  that effort 
I 4  and to ally i t  with the electronics capah1 ~ t y  that IS 
15 alread availability at Tobyhanna. 

P 
16 he 've already spent a lot o f  money. over $20 
17 million to develop that capabilit . We've moved people 
18 there. h'e've moved workload tiere. In  fact, we've moved 
19 about 70 rcent o f  that workload there alread . 
20 Is iKhhmreticaI~~ possible to do that wo r i  at 
21 Hill? Yes. i t  is. I t  would clear1 r uire some MILCON or 
22 recognizing that you'd n m l  to srorAhings in multiple 
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I facilities not necessarily at HIII. 
2 But in our view, it simply niakes no sense to do a 
3 180 now because.we are enga 71ng here in  joint maintenance. 
4 and we're doin 11 on a bas~s that we think is cost- 
5 effective. SO #at's one issue an b c t i u l  missiles and the 
6 question o f  how we resolve excess capacity. 
7 Let me talk, i f  I ma a minute about labs and how 

ou know almost as well as we, 8 we reduce lab opacity. 4' 
9 probably as well as we that the local community is concerned 

10 about the closure o f  Rome Labs that Rome is an excellent 
I I fac~llty whose closurt: would afflect the entlre central New 
12 York re ion. 
I 3  r$c recognize hat. We just don*t thi lk that thcrr 
I 4  IS an alternative. We have excess lab capaclt throu 
15 the Dcparlment of Defcnse. We bclicve, and we Xavc loo!2?t 
16 the issue a ain and we have not changed our view, we helieve 
17 that consoklatin those effortsrtsat lw? othe! very good labs. 
I 8  at Hanscom and honmouth, will ach~eve simultanu)usly a 
19 reduction in  costs, an encouraging o f  interservicing and a 
20 maintaining o f  quality. 
21 And that is precisely the kind o f  activity that the 
22 Joint Cross Service Grc~up, which Joint Cross Service Group we 
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I send a lot o f  time and a great deal thinkin about and 
2 worrying about, but the truth is we alreadgy have that 
3 authorit 
4 d already havc the ability at closing bases to 
5 ~ransfer housing to another service or for another use. and 
6 we use it. As 11 happens, I 'm the person in DOD,that signs 
7 o f f  on this so l can tr l l  youfirsonally that the Alr Force 
8 tcmk over havy housing at offdt. 
9 The Navy took over Army housing at Fort Sheridan. 

10 and in each case at a (;losing base we revlew it. We see 
I I whdhcr it maku scnsc bccause somc orthe housing at closinl: 
12 bases, like our housing at the bases we retain, IS not up[o 
13 snuff and see whether it makes sense to kee i t  and use 11. 
14 So we think we've got the authority. %hat we ask 
I S  the Commission not do is to require us to keep hous~ng In 
16 cases where i t  won't make sense. 
17 p i s  gets me to a similar case, which is 
18 rivat~zation. We have the authority ri ht now to contract f v  19 r,r work with Ihc Dcpa~I~nent of Dclcnsc. c arc cnccmr;lglllg 
20 et'lbrts at Louisville and at lndianaplis to develop private 
21 alternatives to the faclilities that are being -- that we have 
22 recommended to be closed there. 
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I hope ou would give appro riate deference. 
2 by last general poinl%efore I get down to 
3 individual cases and open up to questions is ver simple. 
4 Regardless o f  what we do here, re ardle. o f  w b t  you do 
5 hen. we are going to n d  future fase closure authority. 
6 I f  you take all the BRLACs that have one thus far 
7 and you take the most robust estimate of t fe  most aggressive 
8 closure scenario that you are doing, I suspect that you wi l l  
9 not get an infrastructure retluction that comes close to our 

10 force structure reduction or our budget r*uction. 
I I One o f  the thlngs that thls Commsslon has done 
12 that is enormously heartening is, i n  fact, raise the uestion 
13 o f  future base closure authonty. We hope you !il? consider 
I 4  the matter carefully and we hope you will consider the 
15 matter strongly in  the aftinnative. 
16 I f  I may now, I'd like to get to some specific 

r 17 caw ,  and I 'm not golng to s nd a lot o f  time on each of 
I8 them lhcm arc many, as you now, and you've alrudy hard 
19 from the service Secretaries and Chief, but I.'d like to 
20 discuss a couple o f  them anld then just open it up for 
21 questions. 
22 In  most cases, because they make a broader point. 

f 
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I set up at the ur in o f  the Commission s u g t ~ t * .  We re 
2 doing it. We t#in& i t  wi l l  save costs. We t ink it wil l  
3 save money, et cetera. 
4 Not that Rome isn't a good facility. It's a 

terrific facility, but unfortunately, we have more excellent 
6 facilities than we can handle. Brooks 1s -- and I know that 
7 thc Commission has bwn concerned with Brooks as wcll -- is a 
8 similar story. 
9 We are ro sing to close i t  and consolidate those 

10 activities at d & - ~ a t t  not &?use Brooks isn't r pcxd 
I I facility -- i!is a very good facllity -- but because we have 
12 more ca acity than we n d ,  and leaving that capaclty open 
I 3  mans tRat wc*re not reducing lab ca acity. 
14 I want to talk alaut a couple oPother issues 
I 5  because they're general, and they come on my plate at OSD. 
I6 One is housin . T h i s  Commission has made the p i n 1  in f I 7  several o f  its earing, in  m view entirely a propriately, 
18 that the Department o f  ~ e z n s e  sho~ ld  not sRut a base down 
19 and then waste 

And you K:~%?J mK1 houslng. 
20 us whether or not we need 
21 authority or direction or whatever to use housing on closing 
22 bases, and 1 want to tc very clear this is an issue that we 
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t talking to people here in the Co~!nmission, around the country 

I 2  and In, the Congress and other places as that we'd better 
3 leave 11 alone a little while. 
J I think that everybody is, kin? of full of BRAC 

I s right now, and our thought is ~n view of  the Przsadential 
6 elections and other things that d o  have a way of  impactin 
7 these things to some extent that we mi ht thank about 2081. 
a I know that's a ways off, but 2081 is at the end of 
9 the BRAC process. It pennits two Presidentials to ,intervene, 

10 and it gives us some time to catch our breath and gives 
I I everybody a time to review everything. 
1 2  That may not & as much as  you would have wanted, 
13 but I ask you whether you think that it's a solution we  could 
I 4  live with in view of the fact we llave to report to the Armed 
15 Services Committee in a cou le weeks 
16 SECRcTApY c i o ~ e A S ~ : . ' M r  chs;man, lct mc be "cry 
1 7  direct on t h ~ s  point because I thii:lk it's tmportant. My view 
I X  i s , r a l  sim le. We have found and we have proved that 
19 wathout a ~ R A C  rocess we can't close our infrastructure. 
20 And notwit&tmdio$that \ye hope YOU w ~ l l  endorse 
2 1  our recommendations and elp us.a lot in this thing, there is 
22 clearly a lot left over. My suspl1:lon is that In the 
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I personally have spoken to t,he mayor of 
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I L) we aprcf ia te  that. We appreciate all the wor t  
? you'vc done. e look forward to keep on answering the two or 
3 $rw questions that might be left outstanding, and we look 
4 toward with only li modest amount ol'nervousness to your 

' I W ~  

5 ionclusions. 
6 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Thank you. Swrctarv 

lntl~anapolis a lot of times. We think we  have the author~ty 
to do that right now. What we ask from the Commission is 

4 th;ct you not force us to do something that doesn't make 
5 bensc, because it's one thing to rmit rivatimtion. It's 
6 one thing to permit a facility l o g :  u s d t o  bid on the 
7 Department's busaness. 
8 It's quite another thing to ..say to. the Department 
Y o f  Deknse you must keep workang thls place, and you've go1 

lo to k e e  excess capacity open because that, then, keeps us 
I I from Soing the massion which is, in fact, to reduce capacity. 
1 2  Those are the sorts of issues that we thought we 
11 ought to raise s ifically. I uess before o ning u to 
tr uebtaon, I w o u r l i k e  to r e m s e  the point t E t  I IL the p : .  - I S  lrst time I came here. 
16 This is a miserable process. We don't like it. I t  
17 IS an absolutely necessary process. We are enormously 
I8 grateful and we appreciate the Commission's role becausc you 
I Y  are the court of review. You are the itssurance to the 
20 Congressand to the public that what we do, in fact, is 
2 I ions~slent with the force structure and!, in fact, is 
11 consistent with the'criteria. 
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I fullness of time we will discover sometime before 2008 that 
2  this problem is a real problem. 
3 But this is the world of  the possible, and an BRAC 
4 is better than no BRAC authority at all, and therefore we 
s think it is most important that tht: Commission be strong that 
6 there be some. 

7 Gotbaum. General Babbitt. do you have an opening.statetncni. 
a sir? 

GENERAL BABBITT: Very briefly, I 'ust wanted to 
lo point out that the original testimony iven to h e  Commission 

+" bchall of DL* was given by ~encra ikamy Famll. tie has 
nce depar t4  DLA and moved to a job, in thp Air.Force. I1fi Upon h e  departure. I t m k  over his dutles with 

1 4  rzg?rd to BRAC. I h ive reall nothin 9 to add to his priginal 
I S  tcstamony, but you have a d d d  some k ings  as potentar1 
16 closures an the anterim prriod. and I'm here to answer any 
17 cluestions that you ma have. 
18  C o M M ~ s s l o N ~ i  CORNELLA: Ms. McManamny. do you 
I Y  have - -  
20 COMMISSIONER KLING: ,Just one questiqn about 
!I (3cneral Farrell. I u ~ t  have to advlse you that I think we 
22 named him the s h d o w  because I think General Farrell was at 

7 As to when that would be, I'll tell you, sir, the 
x Secretary of Defense's view was three to four years. There 
9 were others even within the buildin who .said five,. six 

to years. I don't think we should bc k g m a t ~ c  about time as 
I I much as about the im rtance that there be a process. 
1 2  CHAIRMAN ~PXON: Well, I up reciate the F s w e r .  
1 ,  The numbers are really compelling. 1 wafi say but I just 
I4 sense that, you know, there 1s some -- I even hnd in the 
I S  public sector less of an enchantmc:nt w ~ t h  t h ~ s  idea than 
I6 there was in the beginning. 
17 And,itls llke any unsavory Ihing that you encounter 
18 aher a whlle. Ypu aren't w interested in c o ~ t i n u i n ~  the 
19 process, and I thlnk we'll just take a look at .at. W e  I1 be 
20 talking t o  you, and we'd appreciate you talkang to staff. 
2 1  We're volng to try to work out what's best. 
22 h e  other pm of that that's rwfully important is 
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1 t evcry location we have b e n  to. He probably knows everything 

r as well as  we know. 
3 GENERAL BABBITT: If he was on1 here. 
4 COMMISSIONER STEELE: He pro&bly is. 
5 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Mr. Bayer. 
6 SECRETARY BAYER: I have nothin to add, sir. 
7  COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: b5.1 I'dask is that the 

i 8 ~crnckeelwr cxtcnd each Con~misrioner seve:n minutes, and we'll 
I 9  o w n  the questioning with Chairman Dixon. 
10 CtIAIRMAN DKON: Thank you ve much, Mr. Chminnnn. 

1 1  First 0 1  all, Mr. Secretary, to you an2  your colleagues at 
12 that tahlq I thank you for your full and'complete 
I3 cooperatton. You've been very helpful to us. W e  lire 
14 indeb t4  to you, sir, and my questions will be very brief. 
1 5  First of all, 1 a reciate your remarks concerning 
16 the nsul of a future BEAc, and we've ~alked to the various 
17 wrvices about that today. Now, candidly, .my recollection of 
In  the u r l t e r  remarks by both you and your d~s t lnguishd  
19 cc)llsa *i,c, our new h a d  ofthe CIA. John 1)eutsche. the two of 
20 you lkelicvs su - ~ . ~ t e d  about three years or so  from now 

.vlng another &Ac. 
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I that you see and we see this fact that there are  chan es In 
2 what is done in the BRAC pmcesr; over the years. b e  sce 
3 places that were losers becoming winners and vice-versa. 
4 So it's all part of  the evolutionary process, and 
5  we are very interested in hearin from you and articulnrly 
6 Mr. Bayer, who has had a lot o f  experience in t&s, field 
7 about your suggestions how best rve can d o  tht~l  without 
8 setting up some big bureaucracy, whkh we do not want to do, 
9 to pernut the BRAC nccommodati~-,ns that need to bc: rnnde 

10 between now and 2001. 
I I SECRETARY GOTBAUM: Ver importwt point. I; Actual& md ;r I mike one further point. y 

A1 MAN DIXON: Yes. PI- do, Josh. 
1 4  SECRETARY GOTBAUM: I   pro mist: you that even though 
1s it is absolutely the case that you and your staff and the. 
16 cornmun~t~es are tired and would like a breather there IS a 
17 small office wathin the Office of the Stxretary of  Defense 
I X  that would like n breather 'ust as nluch., 
19 CHAIRMAN D I X O ~ :  I believe at. 
20 SECRETARY GOTBAUM: k t  me if I m y ,  defer 
21  directly to Bob Bayer on the question of what intenm 

I 'm candid in saying to you that the sense I get In 
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1 SECRETARY BAYER: 1 think there are two or three 
ink, Mr.  Chairman. One o f  them is, ohviously, the Ion er : r e  interval is between this BRAC round and the next one B e  

4 more compelling is the reason to have some sort o f  a 
5 practical interim authority either to make changes that we 
6 see from the recommendations that you and the President and 
7 the Congress ultimately agree to i n  this round and also 
8 closure or realignment actrons that become compelling. time 
9 compellin , during that intt:rim period o f  time. 

10 So t i e  authorit that we would h?ve to fall back on 
I 1 right now would be USC 2687, whlch has clearly been 
12 impractical and i n  fact as bezn made moot by this process. 
13 The only other two points I'd l ike to make on this 
14 issue are one o f  the ke facvors that made thrs whole process 
IS work was the waiving oJhc National Environmcntal Policy ACI 

16 wi th regards to the specific closure and realignment 
17 decisions not the decisions !o reuse the property. I think 
I 8  that clear1 has to be in  an lntenm authont . 
19 ~ n d t h e  other point {would +e w i l l  regards to 
20 any interim authority that i t  be done I n  such a way that i t  
21 be expedited enough that communrties won't be hung out 
22 inordinately. 
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I CHAIRMAN DIXObI: Yeah. I think that's all very 
2 good. 
3 SECRETARY GOTBAUM: Mr. Chairman, may I add one 
4 further one? Part o f  my job  which 1 don't discuss very 
5 often, although this Commission was nice enough to ask about 
6 i t  at one po~nt,  is the reuse :area. 
7 The Con ress has been enormously gracious in  
a providing ~ e ~ r d a t i v e  author~ty that pemuk much speedier 
9 property disposal at closin bases, and I w?uld.say it's 

10 cqually i m  rtant that we End a way to marntarn those 
I I streamlin&rocedures for pmpcrty disposal on a going- 
12 forward bas~s even ~n the intenm. 
13 CHAIRMAN DIXO!: Thank ou very much. 
I 4  Incidentally. I mrsspoke before. I di in ' t  mean to say 
15 unsavory. I think unpleasant would do it. 
16 I wonder r f  I could bother General Klugh for just a 
17 minute. Was he sworn? 
I 8 GENERAL KLUGH:  Yes, sir. 
19 CHAIRMAN DIXON: General, would you come up next to 
m my friend Bob Bsyer by the mike so we get i t  i n  the record? 
21 I just want to ask you a question. I hope I 'm not puttin 
22 you on the spot. but you chaired the Cross Servrce wor&ing 
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I We chose i n  the Joint Cross Service Group two 
2 alternatives. We offered the A i r  Force two alternativw. 
3 One is close one and shrink i n  place to get r id o f  the crcl;\s 
4 capacity; that is, through interservicing send work out to 
5 the private sector. 
6 Second, to close: two depots. The A i r  Force chose 
7 the third alternative o,f shrinkrng or downsizing five depots 
8 i n  lace. I would say to the extent that the A i r  Force could 
9 r i J t s e l f  o f  the excess capacity, that is a goa l  

10 alternative. 
1 I The objective we had i n  the Joint Cross Service 
12 Group was and stil l IS to r id  ourselves wi th the excess 
13 capacrty. 
14 SECRETARY GOTBAUM: Mr. Chairman, can I rnakc onc 
I S  additional int to m collea ue'? 
16 co&IssIo~Z;I CORJELLA: That's quite all right. 
17 SECRETARY GOTBAUM: Thc Joint Cross Scrvicc Group 
18 roccss, as you know, vvas rough. What was done in thc dcp t  
19 Point Cross Service Group is we dcvclo a linear 
20 programrmng model and said to rt, i n  e F" fed, go out in  a 
21 relatively mechanistic way, close things untrl you got down 
22 to a part~cular capacit:y. 
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1 Now, we know that there's a considerable arnoilnt o f  
2 controversy and questio~~ and examination which you'rc goin 
3 l o  undertake on the question o f  downsizing versus whok  
4 closures. 
5 But the fact that we didn't have a computer mcdel 
6 that was sophisticated enough to close 20 percent at 5 
7 places, versus making a 011, close-itldon't-close-it dec~sion 
n at de ts. I don't think should be -- should be the basis on 
9 wh ic ryou make the judgment. We really were tryrng to et 

10 some rough measure o f  capacrty reduction, using a. lrankfY. 
I I rough com uter model. 
12 CHA~RMAN DIXON: Well. l rcs t that. and l don7 
I 3  n r u l  a com uter m d e l  i f  1 ot e y c h a K  though. Mr .  
I 4  Secretary. Shere's an awfuf lot  o f  excess capacity out thcre 
I S  that I saw with m eyebirlls. Gcncral Klugh, you had thc Navy 
16 an your staff wKen ou did the cmss wrvrcing o f  the depou? 
17 The workin rou 4' . 
IR GEN&L ~ L I J G H :  Yes I did. Yes, sir. 
19 CHAIRMAN DIXON: I'll ask ou, sir, whether i t  wa! 
20 your opinion that there was substanliarexcess ca acily, even 
21 i n  excess o f  two o f  thc: five depots on the basis o f  what you 
22 and your group saw, that led you to believe that you could 
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I Group so I guess you are on the spot. 
2 Now, your alternatives offered closures when you 
3 chaircd the Cross Servicc Working Grn~~p. hut in no instances 
4 did you recommend downsizing. We also take note that in thc 
5 past certain services that now recommend only downsizing were 
6 rntrigued before wi th closures. 
7 Now, all o f  thrs is very interesting. I guess I 
8 ask will you please tell this Commission why you recommended 
9 closures but did not recommend any downsizing? 

10 GENERAL KLUGH: Well. Chairman Dixon. l would ~ c l l  
I I you that we were focused in the Joint Cross Service Group on 
12 the amount o f  excess capacity that we had with an objective 
13 o f  downsizing the depots to meet core logistics requrrernents. 
14 And we did not have an way o f  managing or determining 
16 downsizing o f  multiple f&ations to get to that excess 
16 capacit 
n &ere are two ways o f  etting at the excess 
18 capacity, particularly i n  the k r  Force. and that is 
19 downslung or closure o f  a depot, closure o f  two depots, 
20 closure o f  one depot and shrinking the rest o f  them to get to 
21 the excess capacity and shrinking all depots i n  place to get 
22 to the excess -- get down the excess capacity. 

Page 282 
I recommend closing one, and downsizing in  place for the 
2 h:~lance. or closin two. 
3 GENERAL~LIJGH: I f  I understand your c a ~ q i o n .  
4 would that he excess c-a acity, the remaining after'. j ... 
5 CHAIRMAN DI~ON: Was there adequate capacity 
6 rem?ining i f  you -- in  the jud ment o f  you and your cross 
7 servrce [ r o u ~ ,  e ou clclse , two. $ 
8 G NE A KLUGH: Yes. ll wc closc two -- thc FO'h 
9 depot. as I remember .spe+fically, a peared to ahout a 

10 depot and three quarters. In ternis ofdepot equrvalenrr 
I I excess. And, therefore, by closin r two depot5 and s h ~ l t ~ n g  
12 workload to other cxirtrng bases tkat must remain o l xn  lor 
I 3  varrous reasons usrng that capacity better, then that 
14 certain1 could lake place. 
1s &(ting into rrvatization, as a matter o f  fact. 
16 a,111e o f  that work yoall -- i n  other word?, having one m d  
17 three quarters depot excess, certainly r~vatization o f  \on= 
18 o f  that remaining worl~load could, in  Fact, g i ~ e  us roc;; for 
19 closing two depots. VJe felt that 11 was certarnly. 
20 econooiically, driven l o  et that excess capacity to the hest 
21 utilization that we possib! could. 
22 So I guess in  some {would say that -- three ways 
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t i  no. pendtn 1 contradictions b my c o l l a  ue. 
16 CO~MISSIONER ~ 0 % :  aka . L t ?  
1 7  MR. GOTBAUM: But -- and &is is a very but -- as 
la you know, this is a rocess in which we try -- we are 
19 requ~ru l  by law, a n 1  we tr to be as objective, as 
20 comprehensive, as auditahre, etcetera, etcetera. etcetera as 
? I  posslhle. And, we have rn a couple of instances, been faced 
2 2  w~llr 1111: question: Why don't you add more costs to thc mix'! 
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I of getting to that excess capacity. One was to close one 

depot, and downsize everything else, but still takin the 
excess capacity out. And second was to close two hepots and 
sending whatever little workloa? left that was excess to 

5 c;rpac~ty to other services in an 1nterst:rvice matter or 
n pr~vattzation. And then third, shrink all the depots in 
7 place, which is a challenge. 

But then, what do you d o  with that excess capacity 
9 01 those facilities that you declare excess? So, the answer 

I O  i h  - -  I guess , the best I could. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: I thank you, General Klugh. Cor 

I z th;ct response, whrch IS helpful for the record. 
(.OMMISSIONER COKNELLA: Thank you. Chainllan Dixttn 

I 4 Comnliss~oner Cox. 
COMMISSIONER COX: Well, I'm honored to b~ righ~ 

1 6  ancr 1111: Chairman. Secrcbry Gotbaum, in revlous tcst~mon 
I 7  to thy C o r n m i ~ i o n ,  you had stated that t i e  COBRA anahsir  
18  rovrdes an esttmate of closure costs, as we all know. 
I9 flowever. the Navy has excluded certain base closure costs 
20 rcla~cd from its COBRA analysis, where those costs are DOD - -  
I I apparent1 civilian labor costs. 
2 2 AnY;t says the e f f a t  of  making one time costs 
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1 shown on the COBRA for at last the Navy analrsis understate 
2 the true costs of implemen~ing the rccommcndat~onr. In some 
3 cases, this is somewhat sibmificant. For exam le,.including 
4 the cost for disassembly, reassembly, and c a l i k t l o n  of lah 
5 equipment for the Naval Surface Warfare Center in Annapolis. 
6 would raise the one-time cost for this recommendation from 
7 about $25 million to $50 million. 
8 Has somehow the DOD taken to this -- into account 
9 in your evalurct~on of  the DOD numbers? 

10 MR. GOTBAUM: No. 
COMMISSIONER COX: No. 
MR. GOTBAUM: I wess, if l nlay -- 

,(,\#I i COMMISSIONER C ~ X :  Of course. 
MR. COTBAUM: The direct answer to your question is 

I5 just to ive ou a for instance? 
16 ?OMR;ISSIONER COX: Slure. 
17 MR. GOTBAUM: One of the thin s I have observed as 
tr I look at the BRAC process is that, okcourse none of  us 
19 knows exactly what a closure cost IS, right? bu!, it turns 
20 out there are three stages in the Ilft: of a cost estlmate. 
2 1 Estimate number one is when the recommendation has made the 
22 initial COBRA cost, and that closurz cost is $10. 
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I required to be objective. The folks who are basicall tryin 
2 to din the recommendations are not -- is the only aYditlon5 
3 woulkmake. What I will do, if I could, is go back, and with 
4 your permission, come back for the record with a uesstimate 
5 of what are the im lications of this failure to incluse DOD 
6 civilian -- would tlat be all "ght? 
7 COMMISSIONER COX: Okay . That would be hclpful, 
8 and you're right. In some cases, 11 may not make a big 
9 difference, and at least the numbers we have on that one -- 

10 it's twice the one time costs. It : ; t ~ I l  may not make a 
I I difference. 
12 MR. COTBAUM: Well, let':; be c l u r  what the process 
I3 is, okay? Because I've been -- I've been a neutral anal st, 
14 a ~ d  I have been ?n advaa te ,  okay? It's what -- one ofYthe 
I S  srde effects of  b e ~ n g  an ?nvestment banker. When I am a 
16 neutral analyst, it's my job to say thrs is our guess. The 
17 odds of being wrong up need to be about the same as the odds 
18 down. When I am an advocate, I can get enormously creativc 
19 at adding costs that these obviously competent people at DOD 
20 fail to include. 
2 I And, I can be also enorrno~~sly creative at 
22 forgettrng to include costs, as well. 
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I COMMISSIONER COX: Right.. And I understand that, 
2 an? I understand that this is not a scrence, and we are not 

potng to get every dollar ri ht. There is not question about : a t .  However, we would Eke to save money for the Dcfenv 
5 Department. 
6 MR. GOTBAUM: Yes, ma'am. 
7 COMMISSIONER COX: !if we know, for a fact, that 
(I there are additional costs, I don't think we  should stick our 
9 h a d  in the sand, and pretend like we're saving a whole lot 

10 more mone than we are. And so, ycbu know - once we et past 
I I the sort oflgeneralit ies where thele are specifics a n t w e  d o  
12 know them, I would like to consider them, even though the 
13 COBRA model itself ma not be capable of  doing that. 
14 MR. COTBAUM: l give you the counter argument, 
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And, in most cases, it turns out that, either 

2 because we  couldn't get those costs in a bases that was 
3 sufficiently secret that wouldn't raise cain, just to -- you 
4 to you asked the uestion -- or, because the turned out to 
5 be relatively sm9, and we've d d n d  to & so. Now there 
6 are some exceptions to that, okay? One of  them is Kirkland. 
7 Okay'! That was -- 
(I COMMISSIONER COX: And we. I mi ht say 1 thought it 
9 was a Yery gracious letter on Kirkland. and we very much 

10 a preclatal everythln you all did to et to the bottom of 
I I t&)se costs, and oupknow , it w a  w$l,c!!one. 
12 MR. GO?{AUM: I'm not stire 11 -- I'm busy  I I ~  
13 uotrlrg pea le verbatim, but I will tell you what the 2 . .  P 14 w-retrry o Defense said is something almost as direct as, 
15 if we made a mistake. let's say so. Period. Okay. What I 
16 found, l~owever is that most of the time. when we incorporate 
17 unincorporated costs, or when wt: refine .analysis in an 
1 8  oh.jwt~ve fashion, it still turns out we've ot a lot of 
19  ~ X C C S S  capacity, and the rank ordering stiR l m k s  an awful 
20 101 allke. 
2 1  And so, my caveat earlier on In my opening 
2' lllent about -- where - -  we are r y u i r t d  to be -- we are 
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I Estimate number two is when1 the base commander at  
2 the closing base realizes that his base is on  the list, and 
3 the base commander at the receiving base realizes that he's 
4 about to et an o rtunlty for lnrt~al MILCON and that cos 
5 oes to $j2, or  &? Oka ? Estimate number Lee is when 
6 h e  controller*.s office In t t e  relevant wrvlce, the 
7 controller's office In the -- we're ta lk~ng about the 
(I Secretary of  Defense -- w d  the budgeteers get at ~ t .  
9 And enerally, what we  find IS, when we actually o 

la and spend h e  money, it ends up being a little less than t !e  
I t $10 we started out wlth. So -- 
12 COMMISSIONER COX: No. I underuhnd that -- anyway. 
I3 Let me go on,. We, us you all can probably tell from my 
14 fellow comm~ssioners toda in the Air Force, there is at 
15 l a s t  some concern about ti; Air Farce downsizing. And I 
16 don't know where that time -- when: that's going to go. But, 
17 assuming, for a moment that i t  is the decision to close one 
18 o r  more Air Force depots, would i t  be our view that we 
19 shc,uld encourage intrrservicing, by ma!cing that p m  of the 
20 recommendation? 
2 I Or do you see that is your job, and we should 
22 simply say send it where you may'! 
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I as part o f  the closure decision. 
- 

COMMISSIONER COX: Thank you. 
COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Commissioner J.B. Davis. 
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I MR. GOTBAUM: Lr,t me start with what's desirable, 
2 and what's possible. We're i n  favor o f  interservicing, and 
3 we are doing it, and we are -- and any place where i t  IS 
4 encoura cd should be cncouragul. What we have found though, 
S is that tke BRAC p r a s s  by itself happens not to be a very 
6 good way to encourage tnterservtctng, because the BRAC 
7 mccss is prcciscly thc timc at which every single commander 
8 Cnows that his or her cia acity is on the line. 
9 And so, what we iscovered i n  our joint cross 

10 service groups is that we are: most effective at getting 
I I interservicing before or after the decision, rather than 
1 2  during the decision. Now, that doesn't mean that the 
1 3  commtssion could not, and should not i n  its recommendation, 
1 4  whatever i t  decides, sa DOD interservicing mak? sense, Y IS would save money, an you ou ht to do more o f  11. 
I6 But, I guess what we \ v o i d  ho is that you would 
1 7  recogniz that the actual process for K i d i n  where workload 
I8 ought to o is sufficiently complicated, suflfcientl subtle, 
19 that I t h i e  i t  wily ought to be ? management juc&ment. 
20 Maybe one done on an interservice basts b for example, the 
21 De t Maintenance Council, that,Genenl k i u  h runs. But 3 22 t h a ~ e s s e n t i a ~ l ~ ,  11 ought to be ajudgment ma e after, not 

4 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Mr. Sccrchry as you notd. 
s we've been gettin a lot o f  help on some o f  this stuff, and - 
6 - from variou.~ sic&. But i n  each case, there are some that 
7 ring a truth i n  the process. ,And I'd l ike to g o  back to 
8 General Klugh's d~scussion you know, i t  s st i l l  the DS -- 
9 OSD position that -- the A i r  Force p s i t ~ o n ,  i.e., downsizing 

1 0  the de ts, IS the preferred opt~on. 
I I RPR. GOTBAUM: yes, sir. ~ n d  let's be clear why. 
I 2  COMMISSIONER DAVIS: As Gcncral Klu h said, wc'rc 
I3 looking for reductions o f  caljacity on a cost effective basis. 
14 That's what the name of the game is. And wc had a compulcr 
I5 modcl, which helped us guess what you ought to do, but that's 
16 what 11 was. I t  was a computer model to help us guess what 
I 7 you ou ht to do. The first mission i s  to reduce capacity. 
1 8  A e  A i r  Force made the case, and backed i t  up w ~ t h  
19 some analysis that they coultl reduce a lot of.the capacity at 
20 lower cost, b chomptng pteces out o f  five atr iogtsttc 
21 centers, and dy closing a whole air logistic center, large -- 
22 because depots turn out to be only parts o f  the ALC, tn the 
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I MR. GOTBAUkA: 1 have learned, sir, i n  my one ear 
2 at the De artment o f  Defense, never to make promises a k u t  
3 what O S ~  can pay for, e-spec~ally in  the current environment 
4 
5 COMMISSIONER: DAVIS: Givcn that's a maybc allswcr - -  

6 what about two? 
7 MR. GOTBAUhA: Let me sa this. We have not, at 
8 least, not recently, looked at what t k  up front closure 
9 costs are, or would be, for closing a whole depot., The -- we 

1 0  d ~ d  look when the A i r  Force came fonvard and satd our 
I 1 estimate o f  closure cost5 is :X-, and the did, in fact, seem 
1 2  to us to bc plausible at the ttme. And thYst was as I 
13 recall, a ve substantial sum a roachin a bi l l ion dollars. 
I4 COM%ISSIONER DAVI)~ It's a fittle more than that 
1 5  now, isn't it? 
16 MR. GOTBAUhd: And there is no denying that up 
1 7  front costs do matter, and up iron, costs do constrain us. 
18 And, there is no denying that even something as important 
19 basc closure has to bc m ~ a s u d  a ainst modernization. and so 
20 1 don't want to leave ou with B e  i m  ression that we are 
2 1  confident or comforta~le that we couod take a depot closing, 
22 and pay for i t  with the budgets that we have allocated for 
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I BRAC. I can't ive ou that assurance, sir. 
2 COMMISSPbNE!iR DAVIS: That's two maybe's, sir. wc'll 
3 accredit you for. I 'd  hke to follow up on something 
4 Commiss~oner Cox said. You know. wc rc always looking lor 

I 5 ~nterservlctng. And one o f  the things the commun~ty came 
6 forward on was moving the Marincs. bccausc thc congestion nf 
7 the area 'down in San Dic:go at Miramar -- moving the Marincs 
8 lo March Air Field - or March Air Force Base, de ndin 
9 how old you are -- and, the answer we bastcalpgot f rym the 

1 0  Commandant today was, es he'd like to do that. 
I I But he'd like s o m e b y  else to r the bill. We 
1 2  a s k d  each one o f  the skewices -- woul S h  t ey step u to that 
1 3  pnress, and each one of them respectfully d e c l ~ n J  Now I - 
14 - would OSD be wil l ing to step up to that process? I mean. 
15  what is the OSD sition on i t ?  
16 MR. G O T ~ ~ U U :  I*I1 tell you. sir. This is a s  
n We -- i f  we had our druthers, we wouldn't do any o f  tks.  I t  
18 is because we have to jay the bill that we're doing thls. I 
19 am very well -- very d m i ~ i a r  wtth the proposal that we pu! 
20 this capacity in  March, rather than where we have slotted 11 
2 1  i n  the various places we've slotted tt. The issue is that i t  
22 would cost money. It wc~uld cost money. you should parcl~m l l~c  
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case o f  for example, Kelly. 

h e  de t is half o f  the ALC, and the A L C  is about 
two thirds of%e total base. So that -- they made their 

4 case. They hacked i t  up with numbers that, in  effect, they 
5 could reduce capacity, and they could do so on a cost 
6 effective basis b downsizin T o  us. we Ipoked at it. 1.11 
7 tell you Bob vlYhis staff lF!ed at it. and i t  seem+ to us 
8 that was fulfilling the rqu~rement  on a cost effecttve 
9 basis. 

1 0  We are very well aware and we are perfectly happy 
I I that the Commission i s  looking at this issuc. bccausc we know 
1 2  that i t  is controversial, and we know that you w i l l  be 
13 objective about it. But.the rczison we support, and supported 
14 was because we are t r y~ng  to do just that -- reduce capacity 
I5 on a cost effective basis. 
16 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: I hatc to bcnt a dead horsc, 
17 hut I asked the Secretary o f  the A i r  Force that i f  we closed 
18 one, would the A i r  Force be able to sustain its readiness and 
19 modernization accounts, and the out years with the costs 
20 involved wi th closing the chtapest one, whatever that one 
21 was. Whdhcr OSD w ~ l l  be abl~: to handlc that. from a - from 
22 the budgeting process -- 
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I expression, up front. 
2 And we are clearly bud eted concemin that ~n the 
3 interini. ~ n d  i t  would -- furtfermore, i t  wouh. in  ellect. 
4 add an active duty component, and add the infra5tmyture lor 
5 an active duty componc:nt at a base which IS now strtctly a 
6 reserve base. So, 11 would cost a fatr amount o f  money. So 
7 1'111 not su r i d  that the Commandant said sure, as long as 
8 you'd ay %r it. I 'd +e it. 
9 8kay. But the tssue is, froni the 

1 0  the taxpayers and the Department o f  De~&%'k;!le. 
1 1  hecause we do have to pay for it, we think there are Iwtter 
12 ways to do it. 
13 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Mr. Chairman, could I h a v c  onc 
14 more short uestlon? 
15 C H A ~ M A N  DIXON: You certainly may. 
16 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Bcin an aviator, I an1 vcr 
I7 concerned about wind lunnels, and k ings  l ike that. A~J .  ancl 
I8 t l~cn NSWC at Whitc Oak; - that Hypcrsonic Wind Tun~icl" And 
19 the,Chairman o f  the Jo~nt  Chiefs of Staff referred to t h ~ s  
20 fac~li ty as a nattonal treasure -- unlque nattonal 
2 1  capah~lity. National t r ~ m u r e  is my word. Have you Itx~ked 
22 a1 your rcquircments from an OSD pcrspcctive of wlnd tc~~i l ic l~ '  

I I 

I 
J 
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I I mean, you've got one in Tennessee, you have one 

in White Oak. Is that excess to our requirements, even x though it has a unique capability. 
M R .  GOTBAUM: Unfortunate1 sir, the answer to 

5 that, unfortunately, for those who w o u b  like for us to keep 
6 that hcility is open, the answer is yes. It is excess to 
7 our requirements. Let me give you -- this is a case in which 
a - -  to go back to the Commandant's example about, if I don't 
Y have to pay for it, I'd I ~ k e  to use it? Okay. 

The folks who operate that wind tunnel at White 
I I Oak, with whom I have personall spoken, I'll tell you, tell 
12 me that they have for a number o r e r s  been tryinh 
1 3  o ~ h c r  components of DDD lo pay t e operatin cos;s! rt 
1 4  costs. if I recall correctly -- and tf I'm off by talf  a 
1 5  million dollars, I, apologize -- about 5i3.5 million a year to 
16 operate that facility. 

And they are having trouble getting a half a 
I8 million dollars of othcr sup rt from other DOD components. 
19 What that says to me is t E t ,  yes, if it's free this is 
20 somerhing we like. But right now, it"s not frw. And 
2 1  therelore, with respect, we think it's better that in fact. 
? ?  \vc concentrate our capaclty elsewhere. 
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I art of communit and art1 because w e  want to make sure 
2 [hat we're doin &is rigRt. &e are re-estimating from the 
3 moment we m f e  a rwommend;rtion. 
4 COMMISSIONER KLING: Agaln, 1 -- excuse me. 
5 MR. GOTBAUM: That, glways in the first round, 
6 raises the costs. Lowers the savings. I personally take 
7 some comfort in the fact that what you're telling me is that 
8 after that process has pone t h r o ~ ~ g h ,  we're still talking 
9 a b u t  something whick wpuld save the tax a y e n  I said 

10 eighteen, you're saying.nmetan billiondoylars ---& that 
I I overall, rn fact, the savings are :iuhstantlally on the same 
12 order of ma nitude as they are. 
13 Does %at m a n  there a ren t  changes? Yes ,  sir, 
14 there are -- I would char~cterize: them, though, as -- in 
I5 percentage terms -- relatively srr~all. And I would also want 
16 to point out and make a very important art of the record, is 
17 that I am absolute1 confident -- as conRdent as I was that 
18 the numbers woulYchange between M?rch I and to& , I am 
I 9  equally confident they will change again once you d e  your 
20 decision. 
2 1 COMMISSIONER KLING: And I agree and we all know 
22 that that 1s what happens to thest. numbers but when you look 
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I COMMlSSlONER DAVIS: Well, hank you Mr. Secrchry. 
2 an? Mr.. Chairman, if I had another time, I d ask what about 
3 rivate industry, but I think I'll pass on  the wind tunnel. 
4 ?hank you 
5 A PA'RTICIPANT: Oh. It's one of  my other 
6 questions. 
7 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: (~ommissioncr Lee Kling 
8 COMMISSIONER KLING: Thank you. I noticed that you 
9 made some statements a b u t  the labs, and wan!in to do that. 

lo And I don't want to get into that but I would jusf like to 
x i k e  a comment that leads me ./most to my next one. is that 
p -: I think we ought to be careful when we tear apart the 1)1 dbs in our high tech areas, and so forth, and split them up 

I4 and send them to the winds. 
And I reco rnize that ou think that, but I ha pen 

i6 to th,ink that o v r k t u r e  is tk high tech, and is t h e g b s  
17 and is those things, as opposed to storage. So -- whicd I I8 rnakcs me then ask the uestion of you that, on March -- and 1 

119 ivmt lo read ou a l i t l e  hit -- on  arch !st, the DOD 
!O \uhmitted 1 4 8  realignment o r  closure actions to the 

2 1  ('oniillission. 
: !? And to date, the services have revised 63 of these 
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I and say from where we started that we're now down $ho 
2 million on an annual in saving and we have to add to that now 
3 _-- in the cost of  -- we have,to add to that Kirkland now 
4 cause Kirkland is not g o ~ n g  to provide the savings that wm 
5 onginally rovided into these nuinber. 
6 ~ n d ?  guess really the ueslion I'm trying to ask 
7 you is that you have certain &nu: budgeted golog forward in 
8 the process and you counted on c1:rtain o f  t h e y  q v i n 4 s  and 
9 these costs there and my on1 sim,ple question 1s IF we re 

10 falling off of  these savings d a t  we encounter, w u l d n P t  ou 
I I encoun e us to l m k  for alternate wa s to beef here bac i  up  
t2 to i d  tiings such as -- such as -- a n i  I'm back because all 
13 of us are on,the depot business but such as looking at 
I4  something like that that maybe could take us back up into the 
1 5  savin s level if it was sound. 
16 4 m not tr in to get to a specific dollar number. 
17 MR. GOTgAdM: No, no, you raise a serious point and 
111 1 think it deserves a serious answe.r. The answer 1s it is 
19 clearly the case that we're looking: for the C o m s s i o n  to 
20 help us lower infrastructure costs and as we  said when we  
21 first testified, we would hope that in any case you decide 
22 that we have made a mistake, if you can, that you find a 
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, I I16 rccommcndalions, rcsultin in an increase in the one-time 
i 2 cost of $170 million, and a %crease in the annual savings of 
, 3 $130 million. And that's s h o y n  on the chart that we have, o r  

4 hopeli~llr - - I  hope we're assin to yoti somethmg you can 
i see a l i l t  e bit better than %at, hfr. Secretary 
6 M R .  COTBAUM: I will admit to being blind, sir, but 
7 t h a ~  one's IOU 
u COMMI!&ONER KLINC: You hare one. I U ~ S  -- this 
9 is what you ori inally showed u s , i n  essence. d i s  is where 

10 we are tcrlay. Rnd my first question is, d o  you agree -- 
I I I ' l l  wait for a minute -- the question is, d o  you agree with 
1 2  theserevised estimates o f  the cost and savings that we now 
13 have ~n front of us, in essence. 
1 4  tvtR. GOTBAUM: Commissioner. I would -- having spent 
15 most ot my life worklng with numbers and estimates, and 
16 sspccirlly when I'm under oath. 1 am not going to be so naive 
:7 or so cavalier as to tell ou that yes, I subsc"be to there 

: i n  numbers exactly. I thini what we can say on this,, just 
: I9  having seen this piece of  paper, is that the following things 
!?O arc true. . . . 

One is, we are re-estimating, partly as the result 
,cPllr rccluest, partly as t l ~ e  result ol'su~ggestions on the w 
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I substitute that you discuss it  with 1.1s because there are  
2 always military and operational implications for all these 
3 changes. 
4 Hayinq,said that, one of the things that I hope the 
5 Commisston IS cognizant of is this issue of up-front costs is 
6 a r e l  issue and it is helpful long term but maybe not 
7 feasible short term to help us by acldin hundreds of  millions 
8 of dollars to the BRAC budget in '97 if that's the way w e  
9 achieve the 2001 savings. 

10 COMMISSIONER KLINC: But i f  we found that the cost 
1 t of closing was that we could get a 13ayback in three to four 
12 years, then ou would sup rt that? 
13 MR. ~ O T B A U M :  l?t me be clear. There are lots of  
14 issues that are not on this table that have paybacks in 
1 5  three, four, tive, SIX years, okay, an$ they are not there 
16 because they would rec uire substantla1 chunks of  mone up 
n front. It is partly for tkat reason, frankly, that most ofY 
18 the flag officers with whom I'm spoken -- and I can't sa 
19 everyone but a lot havc said I do want another round of BRAE 
20 and usual1 rhz answer is longer than three or  four years but 
2 1  that per io lof  time hut remember t h ~ t  thru: o r  four y u r  
22 payback ignores the qucstion of how much you pay up front and 
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I said "Whoa, well, now we're going to havf more mone and 
2 therefore, we don't need to clme as much. But what t k y  
3 don't see and what the controller o f  the De artment o f  
4 Defense reminded me as recently as yster&y is for every 
s additional dollar that the Congress js.promis~ng us, there 
6 are $5 o f  claimants and so my susplclon 1s when we "get a 
7 little more money", we're not oing to have a little more 
8 money; we're going to have a t t t l e  less mone and as you do 
P your deliberations, we hope you wi l l  take quire seriously 
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COMMISSIONER KL.ING: Thank you. 
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I how much you a u fro~ir is reall what we arc budgeting to. 
2 COMM~SHIGNER KI.IN~: M y  time is up hut just 
3 s , l k a l l y ,  i f  we found -- and I don't have this as a 
4 act i f  we found at a depot the cost to close was $450 
5 million and the annual savings was $150 rmllion, how would 
6 you feel about that? 
7 MR. GOTBAUM: And that this way -- and the 
8 Dcpartmcnt had madc a rccotnmendation which would havc saved 
9 less money i n  a way that was less n~i l i tary -- 

10 COMMISSIONER KLING: I'm 'uct sayin in thcor . i f  
I I a cost to close o f  a depot war at $4Sbi500 malion 40dand we 
12 could save and that the savings figure would end u to be 
I 3  $150 mill ion a ear, how would you just feel aboufthat? 
14 MR. COTiALJM: 1 would think it would bc somcthin 
I5 which when we can afford it. we would l i k ~  to do and t f e  
I6 issue is can we afford 11.. I 'm  r ~ l l  not t r y~ng  to dodge 
I7 your point but 1 think.11 IS genutneh important to 
I 8  understand that there IS a budge constra~nt under which we 
19 operate. 
20 Now, I wi l l  tell you that I meant what I said about 
21 the rhetoric o f  more money for defense has colored peo le's 
22 views because a lot o f  folks within the building, even, Rave 

I2 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: ~om&issioner Montoya. 
I 3  MR. MONTOYA: I gucss thc day is ap roaching whcn 
I 4  our second guessing you all is going to ensand it's goin to 
Ir turn the other way and I 'm t rg~nn ing  to feel that heat an§ 
16 therefore, though I find your answers today, as last t~me, 
17 very interesting and you re el very interest~ng witness but at 
I8 the same time, your I~bncss lves me some discomfort because 
1 9  I sense that we're nkl over &e line on so many things and I 
20 scnsc it not so much from you, Mr. Gothaum, but the result o i  
21 SECDEF whatever gutdance you ave or did not ive the 
22 services bemuse we ve got s n u m k r  o f  thmries 05 how you 
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1 As we look at things where the Navy closes a 
2 shipyard, now, that's closing excess capacit and that's 
3 gett~ng n d  o f  excess capacil because. s o n d i n  ha5 gone a 
4 way. Closin a wind lunnel your other exampfe, Ih;lt.s 
5 getting r id o f e x c w  ciipacity. It 's gone. 
6 And so to the extent a service closes something, no 
7 longer needin it, I think you'd give them great deference to 
8 that decision %ut when they're not c l o s i n ~ m e t h i n p  like 
9 Kirkland, just moving i t  around, then i t  omes n niatter of 

10 cost. I th~nk  our hurdle is higher to pvercome our 
I I qt~estioning w ien you're closing nolhtng but ou're nlrrel 
12 nnv in  th~ngs about and I think thatts where k i rk land bib. 
I 3  to ,  let me try to p in our down on Long Beach 
I4 havin used that a hackd;o We really neod to k i o w  
I 5  specif!cally what 11 co:;ts to c& a shipyard because we're 
I 6  enterin a very difficult decision phase and I have seen the 
17 official havy numbers to close Lon Boch i s  something on thc 
I 8  order o f  -- I think i t*s less than bl w million, the cost lo  
19 do that. 
20 I ' m  also aware o f  an intemal.NAVSEA memorandum 
21 from the shi yard com~mander to hts hterarchy that he's 
22 ta lk~ng aboufclosure costs i n  excess o f  $400 rnl l l~on. Now. 

-- 
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I that is a huge variation1 and I would ask you to find out - -  I 
2 didn't ask the Navy specifically becausc I wantccl OSD to takc 
3 a role i n  this. I'd l ~ k e  to know what are the facts o f  
4 closing Lon Beach N:aval shipyard and second1 , I th~nk ~n 

1 5 the case o f  s\ipyards. we have thr further bened ufother 
6 clospres. There seems to be some h~story that est~males for 
7 clos~ng shi yards have been far lower than actual ex 
8 and so we [ave some e:m irical evidence to better cari;z:b;e 
9 the closin o f  the Long & a c h  Naval shi ard. 

10 s?, f o r  the record and before the ?Ad, I would 
I I really l ~ k e  to get from ou what that answer is because 11 is 
n sn important and I th in i  1 understand A i r  Force's --  and one 
13 of your definitions o f  c:xcess capacity. You might havc two 
14 or three more but I think I un+erstand one. 
I 5  MR. GOTBAUh4: I wt l l  not be g l ~ b .  I wi l l  give you 
16 a one-word answer. es. 
n MR. M O N T ~ ~ A :  -rhrnk you. 
18 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Commissioner Rohlcs. 
19 COMMISSIONEIR ROBLES: Just a couple o f  qu/ck 
20 questions and you can well imagine the depo issue is ~otng t c ~  
21 hit you right between the.eyes one more!ime w/th feeiing ant 
22 1 just have the first quest~on, k ~ n d  o f  an tnterestlng 

(If 
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I dcal with excess capacity and the Air Forcc has one, the Army 
2 has another and the Navy has something in between those two. 
3 
4 I'll give you an example o f  yotlr own words. You 
5 talked about Brooks Air Forcc Basc and closing the base down 
6 and moving things to another place and ou're etting r id  o f  
7 lah ca acity. I would argue that using t b  A i r  force 
8 detiniEon o f  ALCS, yo" arer1-t getting r id o f  a?y capacity 
9 because what you're dotng i s  l ouv re  tak~ng a nght-stde 

10 labonto suppnscdly. fully wor ad and r ' r c .go ing  to ~ o v c  
I I i t  some;j(.ce elm and what you're r v  l y  do~ng  IS trytng to 
12 reduce ~nfrastructure su port by closln 9 the entire base. 
13 You're goin to take axantage o f  ano8er base's overhead by 
I 4  movin thisfab capacity that you have to another l y t ~ o n .  
15  h e  A i r  Force's argument wtth us IS really saytng, 
16 Commission, wc have right-sizcd our ca acity to meet our work 
I7 load in a different way than closing [Lings. You're goin to 
I8 cost us more moncy by forcing us lo movc our capacity arouni. 
19 Then we have that other stuff we've accounted for, the empty 
20 spacs and the idle machtnes, that's all been factored ~ n t o  
21 our cost structure and so we don't have excess capacity. We 
22 have right-sized. 

I'age, 3M 
I uestion and you understand this ha5 been a ver interesting 
2 l ay .  We shrted o f f  the day wi th one y rv i ce  tefiing as that 
3 the want to take all their capactty, wrlng 11 out, get down 
4 to t i e  very most o timum, leanest structure they can takr 
5 risks. admitted r i s h  hxause they think it's manageable rtsk 
6 because o f  -- there's actually other th~ngs. 
7 Then we're followed up by another service that u y s  
8 oh, by the wa we're vcry risk avcrsc and so we're no1 p i n g  
P to close any&lng. We want to just downsize il. lay II awa 

10 a" get ready for the bip one. And then right in the t111ddL 
I I of 11, the Navy says we re kind o f  halfway there. &) we're 
1 2  trying to wrestle with this issue. 
13 And then I was also intercststed i n  hearing that thc 
1 4  United State Air  Force.iust told us that 71 percent 01 a l l  
1 5  DOD closure savtngs have heen achieved by the Air I - o r ~ \ .  
lb  Now, Mr. Gotbaut~i. does i t  makc sc~ isc  r l i a l  the Unird S I ~ I I C ~  
I 7  A i r  Force has to date, ixchieved 7 1 percent o f  all ! IRA( .  
18 savings? 1s thal a lfUe number'! A numher you can c e r l l l )  
19 to? 
20 MR. GOTBAUh.1: Can I deal with the easy ocies lirst'! 
21 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: I mean. this was in tc\~trn~liy 
22 today, we were told th:rt they had heen a leader in closures 
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I brg place, it has a range of activities. I'm tryin to worry 

about -- and so frankly, I would not b. s u r p r i d  that there 
J were circumstances in which we  saved mone by closing an 
r inshlbtion entirely and also that t h e n  were 6mu when we  
5 s a v d  more money b cutting out iects. That frank1 dcxs 
6 not surprise me at a d   he issue Por us and the issue tor 
7 the Commission and I'm not goin to be glib about it; I'm 
t~ going to be blunt about it, is whici  is the one that savcs 
Y money most cost effectively and maintains the military 

10 mission. That's the question and we know it's a question on 
'he Commission's plate. We're glad that it's on your plate 
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in the United States,Air Force, that they, in fact, have 
savrd some $18 bill~on, that 1s 71 elcent of all the savings 
achieved b the Dc rrtnlent of ~ e g n ;  in this base clcallre *'? prcrcrs m i  I thou Kt that was a very interesting number. 

< MR. G O T B ~ U M :  And Commissioner, since I cannot, 
6 ript~i ntjw. from memory, Ic1 me absoluiely circle back on that 
7 onc. 
x COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Could you plcast: g d  back 10 
v us on that and validate the voracity. 'There are some 

11, a ~ s u l ~ ~ ~ t i o n s  there we're not understallding and that didn't go 
I I along with that number. 
I ? M R .  GOTBAUM: Ri ~ h t , ,  if I can deal with our first 
11 ~ I K S I I O ~ ,  which is wh is it h a t  my fatherls house &s many 
tr restnicturing plans. i(lat..l'll tell yoti sir, is not to  me - 
1s - and I spent a lot of  t1m5 ~n the prlvate sector dolng 
16 restructuring -- that, by itself, is not a surprise. 
17 Let's go back and take the previous, commissioner's 
I n  po~r~! about the wind tunnel, okay, in which we're "closing 
I9 one facility and actually shnnkinqour use of land but we're 
20 actually usin the land next door. And this is genuinely a 
2 I case in  whicf? there IS no one-siu-fits-all ap roach. 
2 2 As you know, much b t t e r  than I, thegepartment is 

- .  
nd we're going todeal with thaf. 1 ,  M staff, proving that they are a.s competent as I 

c t o  cralm in publ~c,  reminds me that it is probably true 

Page 310 
I The second question has 11-1 do with the depo joint 
2 cross service groups and I know they went through a lot o f  
3 deliberation but we h a r d  today b r  the first time -- at 
-I lent 1 h a r d  it(or the first time,,l won't s p k  for the 
5 other commissroners -- that readiness was an issue. Never 
6 bztbre had I heard that when ou all did.the deliberations, 
7 there was a readmess impact b;t today, it was testified that 
8 now we're raising the readiness specter and sayingoh, by the 
9 way, we can't close because if we do that, there will be a 

10 readiness impact and I just had riever h e r d  that and 1 
I I wondered if you had heard that ~n the joint cross service 
1 2  groups or  an other time? 
I3 MR. &TBA"M: Not having the benefit of the 
14 lut imon this morning, it is very clwr and that part of  the 
15 reason d n e r a l  Klugh -- and I should probably let him r n s w e ~  
16 this -- we're in a process, not as d~tficult o r  as miserable 
17 as this process, but pretty diff ic~~lt  last year with the 
18 services tryin to define core. Why were the trying to 
19  define core'? Beeruse they were trylng l o  de{ne,thd l e v ~ l  
20 of work load which, in order to niaintain our ab~lrty to t ~ g h t  
21 wars, which is how we define readinsss, okay. ought to be in- 
22 house. 

115 that the Air Forte statement. as made. is true becausk in the 
I6 errrly rounds -- the way ou et savings in this business, as  
I7  you know, is you s p n d  a L t  ojmonq up front and then -- so 
In the first three years, you don't save anything; you spend and 
19 then ou start getti? savings. And in the earllest rounds 
20 uS ! ~ A c .  '88 and 81 .  the Air Force closed a lot of 
2 1  fdcrl~tles, okay. 
22 So, I suspect that i t  is true that if you looked as 
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I So with respect I think that the job that General 
2 Klugh wa) trying to do was precisel:, one of sa ing how much 
3 ca acit can I reduce before I threaten readness. And 
4 a%uglwe do not run around very o11en in the Dcpnrtment o r  
5 Defense saying tick, tick, tick, ti':k, oh, killed readiness 
6 etc. We try to make 'udgments about what capacity w e  can 
7 alford m d  what levetof risks anrl that's what the level of  
u debate is. 
v But if nobody has said that IS we eliminated a11 

1 0  depo ca acity, we would not be ready, then that's clearly 
I I true. &e issue here rs what levels do we need. 
1 2  COMMISSIONER ROBLES: And that's a good 
13 clarification. I just wondered if any other service, the 
14 Army, the Air Force, the Navy broul;ht u the readiness issue 
15  as sa ing if we got rid of the proposxfover capacity w e  
16 wourd run into a read~ness problem. What you're telling me 
17 is that would not -- your recommt:ndations were consistent 
18 with maintaining readiness and et being able to downsize 
19 the infrastmcture and getting riYo/ excess ca acity. 
20 MR. GOTBAUM: K e e  in mind, sir, h a t  what we, in 
21 effect, did IS uk the servlce,.l%th ,military and civilian 
22 what is your judgment, keeping rrlrlitary value first, as to 
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I savings achieved to date not o f  costs, that the Air Force IS 
2 responsible for a lot of  them. One thing I can tell you 
3 though, is that we, as art of  our analys~s, when the 
r S s r e a r y ' s  resommn$atiorts came to the Department of 
5 Defense, Bob and I looked at all three services' estimated 
6 sivlngs from the three rounds that we've had and the rounds 
7 that we're recommending and I will tell you, sir -- and 
a frankly, I was surprised -- they were very close to the same 
9 for each service. 

10 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: And that's what I thougl~t. 
I I I'd lust like for ou to make that available to us. 
I2 MR. COTJAUM: And we will scnd you those numbcrs. 
1.1 So. over the fullness of time, the three rounds plus the ones 
14 there, truth is they look I ~ k e  every service was making a 
15 vcry serious effort. 
16 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: And I didn't want 10 add o n  
17 ahout the numbers beciause your one-sin:-fits-all A to Z 
I8 approach would be okay if the numbers wen: all consistent bul 
19 wt~cn they're also major differences in assum lions about what P 20 gets saved, what doesn't get saved, what s a cost, what's,a 

v~ngs ,  i t  reall? cau* US r rp lex ing  problems and this IS 
i t  we're d a  ~ n g  wrth ny t now. 
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I the kinds of reductions you can ra:ommend consisteot w ~ t h  
2 readmess. And so ln every service there were depot 
3 facilities in which the service said I want this one, I need 
4 this one and therefore, we're not going to touch it, in every 
5 service. 
6 With your permission, sir, I 'd like to let General 
7 Klugh, who is res nsible for this in the -- 
a GENERAL PLUGH: Briefl v. Commissioner Robles. 
9 will just say that the readiness issu; was addressed, I& Josh. 

1 0  was saying, through sizin the depots to core. And that we 
I I were protecting the capabfiit to s t ~ p  ort all of the key 
1 2  weapons systems that might L in" ORUI in a ICS scenario. 
13 None of the alternatives that we sent forward to 
1 4  the services violated that. AIl of those alternatives, both 
1s in DM1 and DM2, took the core under consideration and, 
16 therefore, readiness under consideration. 
17 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Thank you, sir. So what I'm 
l e  hearing you say, then, is if you right-size the de ts to be 
s able to meet that core capac~ty that, you i d e n t i f i s n  your 
20 g r o u p g u  should not have a readlnrss problem. 
2 I NERAL KLUGH: That i.s correct. 
22 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Thank you, sir. 

L I 1 
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I MR. BA,YER: Conlmissioner Robles, I 'd like to add 
2 one further point, ~n terms of readmess. And that 1s that 
3 the Joint Cross Service group was looking at readiness from 
4 the logistics p i n t  of  view. i.e:, siring to core. But when 
5 the services I en looked at thelr bases,.particularly in  the 
6 Air Force where there wen: multl-service or mulb-mission 
7 bases, their readiness construct for that base was broader 
8 than simply lo istics So tlhat might be another reason why 
9 you r-lved I$ i n t t .  

10 COMMISSION R ROI3LES: Thank you. I understand. 
I I Because they have a ~ r  field:: there and they do other 
12 ancillary nussions there that may have a readiness impact. 
13 But a am, we're not talking about reducing those. 
I4 h e  argurnqt has,alv~ays been about taking the depot 
IS maintenance funct~on w~th in  an air logistics center, for 
16 example, and downsizing it to do core capacit work. And so 
I7 that ought not have a readillus impact u n L  you have to 
18 degrade the base support structure sufficiently such that i t  
19 may affect other missions. I thought 1 understood the 
20 equation. I was 'ust making sure. 
21 COMMISS/ONER COIWELLA: Thank you. commissioner. 
22 Commissioner Steele. 

w' 
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I okay. That would be a mistake. 
2 So we t to be try to be neutral in this and make 
3 the decision. %ut we are under a hudget constraint and, .r a 
4 result -- and it is true not ust in the Air Force; the Arnly 
5 and the Navy, too -- Iheyiee a running tab o f  how nluch 
6 nioney +ey think they have k bacc closure. And as a 
7 result, ~n effect, what we do -- and thls $ets to a point 
8 that the other commissioner made - some th~ngs don't comc on 
9 this list because they simpl add a lot o f  upfront cost. even 

I0 though they are nomin?lly X i  h payoff. 
I I And that is, I bcl~eve. t i e  context in which the 
12 Air Force said, Is there a pa of f  for closin a de 
I 3  Answer: Yes, there is. Is tiere an u fron f cost F" Answer: 
14 Yes, there is. Is i t  tar e? Yes, and tierefore i f  we can do 
I 5  i t  more cheap1 we wiP) 
16 COMM&SIONER STEELE: Oka . And to follow up 
17 there, and this is sort o f  a continuation o f  a couple of my 
l a  colleagues' questions. If  you could put on your Investment 
19 banker hat for me, pltrse for a moment, and you have a 
20 choice here, lookin et A ~ C S .  We've got the $276 rnilllon 
21 that was bud eted kr the closure o f  Kirtland. 
22 MR. ATBAUM: Seventy-eight. 
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I BRAC recommendations. Is that clear? 

COMMISSIONER STEELE: Surc. My follow-up qucstion 
3 then would be, the Secretary of  the Air Force this morning 
4 specifically sa~d that we should not consider an ALC due to 
5 environmental costs. There werc some other issues mentioned. 
6 hut that was mentioned specifically. Given the Secretary o f  
7 Defense's guidance to the Department and the testimony we 
8 hard this morning, how would you counscl the Co~nmission on 
9 whcthcr or not we considcr cnvironmcnlal clcanul~ costs as wc 

10 proceed into this final week'? 
1 1  MR. GOTBAUM: Again, I don't have the benefit o f  
I 2 the Secretary o f  the Air FortJe's teslimon 
I 3  discussed thls issue with her in the past, rPhk:sh~e~~s%ue. 
14 as I tried to say i t  before, which is we try to keep 
I 5  environmental cleanup costs of f  the decision o f  which base 
16 you close. 
17 In  other words, i f  we have two bases, one that has 
18 a lot o f  environmental cleanup and another that doesn't, 
19 okay we don't think environmental cleanup ought to get into 
20 that {actor because i f  we did, every base commander in the 
21 world would understand that what he ought to do i s  drop a lot 
22 of oi l  drums in sensitive places. We don't want to do that, 
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I COMMISSIONER STEELE: Good ancrnoon. Am 1 corrcct 
2 in  that the Secretary's uidalines for the De artment for 
3 BRAC '95 instructed tRe services n?t to incRde or consider 
4 environmental cleanup cost:; in putting forth their 
5 recommendations. Is ni memory o f  that memo ri ht? 
6 MR. COTBAUM: broln day one - and I man % bnc 
7 like 1988 or certainly the 1991 round -- it has been t ie  
8 policy o f  the Department o f  Defense -- in other words, it is 
9 not just this Secretary o f  D~:fense, but it's been all of  

10 them -- essentlall that envlronmental cleanup -- we know 
I I that we have to c L n  up our land whether i t  IS active or 
12 not. And we therefore did not want to bias ourselves, in 
13 effecl, a ainst doing cleanulp where we ou hl, by utting that 
14 on the ta%le since we have to pay the freij$t whetkr it's 
I 5 open or closed. 
16 And so yes, i t  is true in this round, and i t  was 
17 true in  previous rounds, that the estimate operating costs, 
I 8  they estimate corn liance costs gut they don't ,estimate 
19 ?leanup costs ancfthey leave dose of f  to the s~de. Now, i t  
20 IS o f  course absolutely true that once we make a closure 
21 decision we in fact -- i f  we .want to do reuse, we have to do 
22 that cleanup, and that's why that cost gets factored into our 

4 
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2 done. 
3 We don't like thls process, okay. I t  is miserable. I 
4 But that is all too often exactly what people are saying. r 
5 That's what's going on at Brooks. I t  s what goin o n  at 
6 Rome. And as a result, can we "save- money'! 8 ure. wc can i , 
7 save mone b leavin excess ca acit . 
8 C O ~ ~ S S I O N ~ R   STEEL^: ?can save you a lot mwei 
9 money in the long haul by providing to the De artnient t k  ~ 

10 upfront costs that were test~led a couple montgs ago that. 
I I had they been there, the Air Force would have gone a 
12  different course. So, ;11l right, one more last question 
I 3  here. 
14 1 reall do comnlend all o f  you on the work of. the 1 
I S  Joint Cross Hervice gnlups I think they really did do a : 
I 6  gcwd joh. M y  frustrat~on In this chair 1s they had t l i r  
I 7 responsibility, but they didn't have the authority to ~iiakc i t  
18 I~alqxn. Gett~ng back to Commissioner Davis' comnlcnt alvwl 
19 interservicint I would like to provide the Department the 
20 greatest flex1 ~ l i t y  w ~ t l i  the recommendat~ons -- they're nnc 
21 recommendations -- with the report that we send forth. 
22 However, given the track record on 

I'age 3 17 
I COMMlSSlONEiR STEELE: I think I havc that nu~~il>cr 
2 right, or close. I f  you look at Brtmks Air Force Base and 
3 the communit Is contonement plan. true, the study-state 
4 savings are half the department s recommendallon, but we.re i 
5 hiking numbers of 17.6 versus 32.2. But the upfront cost 
6 for Brwks, i f  we do the Departnimt's recomrnendat~on. i t ' s  
7 21 1 million; the comrnunit s is only 32. 
u l can ive ou, Mr. Avestment Banker, 200 million 
9 upfront for %rmxs, tvvo hundred and whatever I said --  

l o  seventy-six million -- for Kirtland, and give ou a steady- 
I I stale savin s a heck oIr a lot bigger than the dfferencc 
12 betwccn I Band 17, is this s proposal you would inkrcstd 
13 in? 
I 4  MR. GOTBAUIU: Havin spent a lot o f  time on both 
15 sides o f  the table, buying and seflhg, I think it's ver 
16 important to ask the question of. Am I buying or reling'? I f  i 
17 I 'm .sellin -- ! 
I 8  CO~MISSIONIIR STEELE: Short answer, please. 
19 MR. GOTBAUIV1: Okay. 1 think the issue is what the 
20 numbers really are. VJe -- let s be very direct. Whenever a 
21 community comes to us and says, "Wc can save you moncy as 
22 long as you leave capacity lying around," I cover my wallet. 
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1 LIEUTENANT GENERAL BABBtlT: Our position on what 
2 we have called collocated depots is, there purpose for being 
3 there is to support the maintenance depot. And therefore, ~f 
4 the maintenance d e p t  were to close, we would also close the 
s associated distr ibut~on depot. 
6 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Belore wc close, I would 
7 just l ike to return to Mr .  Gotbaum, because I think he has 
8 one more thin he wants to say. 
9 MR. G ~ B A U M :  Actually, sir, it's a request. This 

10 Commission and this staff has been absolutely terrific in  
I I making clear what the Commrsslon's concerns are and asking 
12 the Department for information. And I hope we have been as 
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I we would use to manage the risk i f  the need came about. 
2 That shortfall re resented about 5 rcent o f  our 

1 3 expected CII acity i n  2 h 1 ,  nnd we thougE i t  was prudent. 
4 That 21 miRion shortfall has now chan ed to 10 because o f  
s some fact-of-life chan es, which I caul§ itemize for you. We 
6 have a l r u d  rescn tJ  those to the Commission i n  written 
7 form. But FQsa those an; fact-of-life changes, 
8 information that i n s  changcd since we subm~tted our report. 
9 I f  the Commission were to recommend no closures o f  

10 AICs, we would certainly have more than enough capacit at 
I I the ALCs. the five ALCs. excess to handle any shortfall Bat 
12 might eventually happen. I f  ou closed one ALC, it's our 
13 assessment that we would stiK have sufficient risk 
14 management capability l o  not change our recommendation at 
IS all. 
16 If, on the other hand, you c l o . ~  two ALCs, we would 
17 stil l propose to manage 15 lo  20 rnillron cubic feet o f  nsk. 
18 And that would leave probably somewhere in the nei hborhood 
19 o f  18 to 20 million.cubic f&t that should proba&y be 
20 cons~dered reestablrshment throu h some other means. 
21 COMMlSSlONER COiwEL&A: So if an ALC was closed. 
22 the depot at that site would also be closed, the D L A  depot? 

I 3  forthcomin i n  rovidin it. 
14 CO~-&~I&IONEF!CORNELLA: You have. 
15 MR. GOTBAUM: It's clear from your questions and 
16 clear from our concerns that you're considerin a lot o f  
I7 mixin and;Ntching. And I would offer and a& that. as yt 
I 8 consifer the alternatrves, we would obviously 11ke to h t h  
19 &use y e  know something a b u t  !his and becauy there IS 
20 mlrtary judgment and other th~ngs involved, help I n  that 
21 process, participate i n  the rocess anytime. 1 can assert 
22 with absolute confidence tRat we have a 24-hour-a-day 

I'age 32F 
I LIEUTENANT GENERAL BABBITT: I'll bc hapl)y tcr  do 
2 that. 
3 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Tliank you vcry IIIIIC~I 

4 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: We have now concluded I I I C  

5 29th andfinal ublic hearing o f  the 1995 base closure 
6 cummlsston. Rnd I want l o  say. and I want you to carr this 
7 back to all the branches o f  service, to other menhers or the 
8 Depadrncnt of Dclcnrc. any insbllatinn commanders p)t~ III~Y 
9 come across, that we thank you for your hospital~ty, 

10 coopration, your op:nness through this r-s, anJ;:Ar 
I I patlence w ~ t h  us. as us struggle to find % m t h  and to 
12 arrive at a decision. 
13 I want to thank all the witnesses that have 
14 appcarcd before us today. The information you've brou 1 1 1 ~  US 
15 has been extremely vi~luable, and I mean that, M r .  Lothaurn. 
16 And,we wi l l  take your remarks rnto very serious 
17 consideration. 
18 We wi l l  next mvx-1 i n  this room o n  Thurgay June 
19 22, to begin our final del~berations. T h ~ s  heanng has 
20 ended. 
21 (Whereupon. at 3 5 5  p.m.. the hearing was 
22 concluded.) 

-- - - -- 

Page 327 
I operation. 
2 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: I appreciate your paticncc 
3 with this chairman, as I 've asked you the questions today. I 
4 know it's been a long and arduous rocess for us. I know 
s we've had -- we just went nonstop for the last few months. 
6 So i f  there was any shortness, I aplogize for that. 
7 MR.  GOTBAUM: Sir, all can promise you is that, 
8 i f  I could substitute you for any o f  several committee 
9 chairmcn in Con ress who I am not dumb cnough to name. I'd do 

1 0  i t  in  a second. h a n k  you, sir. 
I I COMMISSIONER CORNELLA. Before we read thcclosinl 
12 statement. I would turn to Commss~oner Montoya for lust a 
13 comment. 
14 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: General, I fa i ld to mcntiot 
15 one thing. As a courtesy to two fla officers, a retired 
16 fla officer, a supply corps friend o f  mine has written me a 
17 rader contentious letter wi th 101s o f su  ply corps language. 
18 I don't understand the letter yet. And [Ialso got a very 
19 fine, eloquent rebuttal from another sup l y  corps flag 
20 officer, which I also don't understand. bu t  w o u l d  ou please 
21 tell Admiral Straw that I have is r e q x p e ,  and I w ~ h  do my 
22 homework, and I w i l l  under:jtand i t  fore this is over. 
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MR. FINCH: Absolutely, General Davis, and we i 

* I appreciate your time and that of the witnesses, and we'll 

2 

3 

certainly support that and will help you in any ways that we 

can. 

i COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Thank you, Mr. Finch. I I 

6 

7 

privileged to have with us Dr. Edward D. Martin, welcome I I 
! 

close this portion. 1/11 turn it over to Commissioner Kling 

for the next portion. 

8 

9 

11 1 Doctor, Principal Deputy Assistant Secretzry af Defensi for 

12 1 Health Affairs, who headed t h e  g roup .  

i 
13 1 We will begin Coraissionersr q~esxicns c s  s o 3 ~  c s  - - 

I 

I 
COMMISSIONER KLING: Next we will hear testimony 

from the Medical Joint Cross Service Group, a ~ d  we are 

- - --.- v 4 : have swolrn irL Dr. M z r t i n  2x5 2:): o=her ji(::j;:z i.l,.id~se~. ; A - L -  

: 

15 / zhere En:: Dczzor? 
I 

DR. MAIQTIN: There x i l i  be one. 

- - COICKISSIONER RLIN6: w e l l ,  if thers is wsc-5 - - - - -  \ LL. 
I 

/ all p l e z s e  rise, whoever Is joining you? Perhaps tnac 
i 

gentleman would care to sit right forward here. And your I 

i 
name is, sir? 

DR. PONATOSKI: Edward R. Ponatcrski. 

COMMISSIONER KLING: Edward R. -.- we'll just call 
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you Edwa.rd R., I guess. Would you gentlemen please rise and 

raise yclur right hand? 

(Panel sworn. ) 

COMMISSIONER KLING: Thank you. Dr. Martin, in 

this day of excess hospital beds throughout the country and 

all the mergers and consolidations that are taking place in 

the private sector, which are, of course, in order to 

economize and consolidate special cares, I do not understand 

or we don't understand why more was not dane to reduce our 

hospital structure in the military services, realizing, of 

course, the need to provide superior medical services, the i 
need for additional beds in time of rr,.:ltiple enTaoeiner,ts and 

the costs associated with CHPJVZPUS en5 sc : f c r r r .  

--- - LO this generzl p c i n t .  S z  le-, ir,e ; 3 i q l ; :  ;,-..z: r,?s f ;,,, 

question,, which I'm sure you're, kind of, an~icipa~~ng, ana 

that has to do with the San Antonlo zrez. 

j 
And if I could specificaliy, we nave Chart Number 

1, which chose the San Antonio, Texas, area, and we can see 

from this chart that it is home to two large medical centers 

and a large number of civilian hospitals. 

This appears to be an example of an opportunity to 
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eliminate as substantial portion of excess capacity and I 
indeed the Air Force facility Wilford Hall was on the ~oint I 
service Group list of realignment alterna.tives, yet neither 

facility is on the Department of Defense list. 

Would you mind commenting, Doctor, on why this is 

so? 

DR. MARTIN: Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman. I'd like to 

preface it with commenting on your observation about 

consolidation, because I think it's very ~mportant. 

When our joint work group undertook the 

identification of alternatives for infrastructure reduction, I 

there had already been a very sizeable activity tha: ve kad 

1 
accomplished, and in that regards were 2uire c?ifferenz z k ~ z  

14 / other pzrcs of che other j c i n t  workinc grc ruFs .  

15 1 
7 - 

I 
In the case of medical, h-e aczcz l i l -  have =n2 

responsibility for managing the Defense Health progrem. We 

have ihe money. So for example, the Army, Navy, Air Force 

budgets for health care delivery, essentially, are managed 

directly by the health affairs -- the Defense Health program 

in the Office of the Secretary of Defense. 

So we've had much more aggressive opportunity in 

the past to make changes in reducing excess capacity. 
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I 
~pecifically, we closed 35 percent of our hospitals. We've 

already reduced the number of expanded beds by almost 48 

percent. 

That becomes important that where our requirements 

are a little bit different than other requirement for 

infrastructure. While the active duty fo:rce, in fact, has 

come down by 30 percent since 1988, the beneficiary I 
population we're responsible for has only come down by 90 

percent. 

So relative to the numbers of people that we serve 

or continue to serve through the end of year 2000, there has 
i 
I 

been a dramatic reduction in the number of beds available I 
I 

within our syscem in Co1JU.S and worldwide. I 

16 / Force -- Zfic it's not cne firsz yime  her^ jes been 3 

question about Wilford Hall and Brooke, as you well know, 

essentially what you have is a situation where you have a 

major Air Force medical center, in fact, the major medical 

center for the Air Force in a very heavy Air Force populated 

area with large numbers of active duty, dependents of active 

duty. 
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You also have, essentially, a brand new facility, 

state-of-the-art facility that's been built for the Army in 

that community. If an action had been taken, we would have 

wanted to see Wilford Hall, as the much older facility, 

reduced considerably, and that would only work if Brooke Army 

Medical Center then could have become, essentially, the ~ i r  

Force medical center there. 

We met with both the Air Force and the Army, and 

the real crucial issue is duplication. And as we have done 

or seen in many communities across the country, essentially, 

it was decided that we needed about 130 to 150 percent of the 1 
12 beds that we had, an? t h e  ruch s m i r z e r  way of consolida:ins 

I 

17 1 centers, which makes them the unigue centers i 2  tha: erez,  

Ili\.crsifiixi I i e j ~ ~ i r t i ~ i r ~  ?i~!riic~;s, 1111:. ! 918 1 6 T i i  STREET, N.W. SUITE 803 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20006 
1 (202) 296-2929 i I 

L I 

/ will be consolidared, completely in~egrated and, in fact, 1 
1 

I I I 
19 1 ultimately integrated with University of Texas at San 

20 

21 

22 

Antonio. So one of the great drivers for duplication will be 

gone. 

The second set of changes or what other facilities 

I 
I 



I that will be the consolidation of duplicate services. For 

3 / example, we intend to do no more obstetrics and neonatal 1 
I 

We will take that capacity and probably expand our 

4 intensive care at Brooke. 

9 1 national capitol region where we also have two major medical I 

6 

7 

8 

10 1 centers within the same distance, e~senti~slly, that used to 

capability at Darnell, which is a very large dependent of 

active duty population needs augmentation, and essentially 

systematically move through the services as we've done in the 

l1 I be dupliczated, as these two are. I 
We've been able to accomplish consolidation of all 1 

l3 i the residences here or p i a ~  by 1997 z n c ,  ssse~zially, the I 
I 

16 ' the appropriaze way to Itright-sizeft s r  r-di~ce e>:cccs 2nd 

i 
17 / duplicative capacity, and I think the p l z n  is, in fact, 

18 1 superior, particularly given the unique roles those two 
I 
I 

19 / facilities serve in trauma training and a major role they i 
I 

So we feel that the alternative proposed 

2 0  

21 
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serve in San Antonio for trauma care, which is an important 

part of our training. 



1 effectively accomplished the intent of the ~ o i n t  Working 

Group. 

COMMISSIONER KLING: I guess we could look and say, 

though, in San Antonio, as a total, there quite an excess bit 

of hospital bed, correct, private and -- if you added the 

private and military? 

DR. MARTIN: I would have to defer to a local 

planning activity for that determination. 

COMMISSIONER KLING: If there i:s that excess 

capacity in the private sector, and if one of these hospitals 

is only one half needed, would it have not made sense to 

continue on with your recommendation a little faster and 

stronger, sal-, Eo close -- I 
t~ nzke 2 clin!-c operation o u ~  of I 

I 
i 

- - .  - Wilfcr< 15211 2 ~ ~ 2  TZ T ~ T W ~ ~ C  13 ~ n z  r,annez: 

-- ~ l ~ ,  - y&T--K : - -  - - .- lye~,, zhc, ricr,z t i n e  to address chat 

issue, very candidly, wzs before we hilt Brooke Army Medical 

Center. I mean, if you had asked my opinlon prior to 

building a $400 million brand new facility at San Antonio, 

whether, in fact, we should -- like the Army is doing now in 

other places, purchase that capability from excess 

infrastructure in the private sector, I would have said that 

sounds like a much better idea, particularly for level 2 

Ilivtlrsified Rr!llurtir~r~ Serl ices ,  1111:.  
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1 

4 1 facilities that we are concerned about obtaining our services 
I 

beds. 

2 

3 

I are very specialized, and, in fact, the only other hospital 

It's also important to point out that except for 

UTSA and at least one of the private hospitals, the type of 

6 1 that duplicates is a medical center is UTSA. 

We re talking about very ~o~histicated procedures. 

8 1 Probably the world class burn center in the entire world is I 
I run at Brooke, liver transplants done at 'Wilford Hall. So 

10 1 we're talking about just not simply squar'a feet. We1re ' I  

1 ') 
A J the fuzu:re, is, ir. facz, ref leczed in our MILCON budget. We 

I 

11 

-. / . . I 

i r  tre ~ u i i ! : i n ?  r,o r;,srz l z r g e  zos~:tais in our FYDP, and, in 

talking (about the quality of the respective facilities. 

1E  bees t~ -:he privzze seczor zc :he exzent even of renting 
I 

1 7  / wards or parts of hospitals to carry that out. 

12 I think that our philosophy, as we are looking to 
i 

I think we made the correct judgment in regards to I 
19 the two existing facilities, particularly given their very 

I i 
20 ! unique training responsibilities for both the Army but 

21 I especially for the ~ i r  Force. 

This is the major training facility for 

Ilivcrsified R e p u r t i ~ ~ ~ j  Scr l i cr !~ ,  Ill,[:. 
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3 installation capability. 

1 

2 

I COMMISSIONER KLING: To just not belabor the issue, 

2 6 9  

subspecialty surgery for the United States ~ i r  Force, and 

that's not simply beds and wards. That's an entire 

and I'm going to get on with it -- 

DR. MARTIN: Yes, sir. 

COMMISSIONER KLING: -- just onle last question on 

that subject. Is it not possible, how eve:^, to close Wilford 

9 1 Hall and everything that is being taken place there, move it 

to Brooks or get from the private sector? 

DR. MARTIN: I think our current assessment this 

time tha-L is not the appropriate programmatic judgment. 

Maybe it's my bias as a physician, but we, sort of, like to 

scaf 5 -.--.. L.,u,,, betzer zhan the meez cleave::, and we think the 

15 proposal we've cone forwarc to is the correct one given the 

16 i military medical craining requirements, given the major 

I 
17 / effort taken by the two services. I thin]: we stand by our 

18 1 current recommendation. 

19 1 COMMISSIONER KLING: However, again, to what you're 

stating, however, though, it was your recommendation to make 

Wilford Hall into a clinic, as opposed to -- 

DR. MARTIN: No. Our list was a bit different. 

Uiversifiert R r : l ~ u r t i ~ ~ r ~  S e r ~ i c e s ,  Inc. 
918 1 6 ~ ~  STREET, N.W. SUITE 803 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20006 

(202) 296-2929 



..? C'nr'i r ; - - - .  . . .  - c C-.d--iC-t:~ k-:zr?:~. Thes3~ clusters for mergers and 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

I 

17 consolidations, and I refer to such arees, as we're passing 

i 

270 

We, essentially, put forward to the three services 

alternatives for consideration, and, in fact, we had not 

assessed military value directly in regards to installations. 

And so our process allowed for, then, specific discussion of 

the alternatives proposed, some of which the services 

accepted, some of which we found better alternatives in the 

process for the three services. So I think the Department's 

current recommendation is the correct one. 

COMMISSIONER KLING: Thank you. Our staffers have 

viewed what might be considered overlappil-rg areas throughout 

the country where we have a number of smaLl hospital 

1S 1 out and that zre up here, these circles would be like the 
I 

19 area of Fort Sill, which has 100 beds, where there is also 

1 2  1 clusters,, I icight say, within a 50- to 100 mile radius. 
1 

1 3  1 In fact, I believe  here are 56 hospitals that are 

--- - - - % - - l~.~- ,er-  r:rzr. S C S e e s ,  r.zz t h ~ t  :hztf s the important thin? 

- c - - --.-. --^= --7.. 1 2 -b - -;- - p - - L ~ E T E ,  -, .- ,-.- ". ,,-- ----...- LAC - ,here w o c l c l  be pr ime I 

2 0  I Tinker Air Force Base with 25 beds, Altus seven beds, 

I 
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2 1 

2 2  

Sheppard with 80 beds and also, then, we h.ave a lot -- we 

have a number of the maps of the different areas showing 

I 



I I  around Beale, Travis and Mather where there are two small 
2 / hospita1.s -- and I'm sure I'm not telling you anything you I 
3 

4 

' 1 As I understand, maybe through the budget process 

don't know -- where you have Travis having 195 beds. 

And of course, I guess we might. add that here in 

5 

6 

I you're c:onsidering some realignment or clustering and the 

the D.C. area we have a similar situation, that I think we 

won't get into right now. 

I merger, consolidation of these areas, and if so, would you 

l2 / through the budget process as opposed to BRAC? 

10 

11 

13 , DR. MARTIN: The central tenant of that is the new 

please describe what you intend to do and where and what time 

period this might be done and why you've decided to do it 

- 1. 9roTrer. thtr, essentially, we're standing up called Tricare. 

- - 
- 3  >-s :he Committee is aware or the Commission is aware, we've 

I 

2 c ! ,,, -+:.. 
A u  L c ~ e l l - l y  adopted a new IEvlO cype approach, very heavy 

I 
i I 

17 1 privatization, dependence on the private sector, and the I 
I 

l 6  I program expects that those contracts will be fully 

assess your product lines. You make judgments about where in 

19 

20 

21 
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implemented by the end of FY '97. 

And it's comparable to what HCA or Humana or Kaiser 

or those kind of companies do. What you basically do is 



I fact -- that you should make the services provide them or you 

5 / facilities. For example, the Air Force has stopped doing I 

2 

3 

4 

1 emergency services in 11 hospitals, closed 17 others. 

should buy the services. 

What we're seeing is a fairly significant change in 

the character of how we deliver the care within our 

1 The Navy is in the final process of making judgment 1 

1 obstetric services in the last year to three Air Force 

8 

I 
hospitals. A fourth almost certainly we will approve and cut i 

I 

about downsizing five hospitals to clinics. We've cut out 

11 / it out, as a matter of fact, as Maxwell. 

I 
So we have a process, and essentially, what the 

i 
- 

13 ' process i-s criven by is the population we take care of, the I 

l i zlternatives of buying that care, unique r.ission 

15 consideretiors, 30- 50-mile access of emergency rooms and 
I 
I 

16 
I 

ether kind of capabilities. 
i i 

1 7  1 So we feel that since we're almost always in the 

I 
18 1 Air Force and mostly in the Navy, essentially, tenant- 

! 
sponsored.. I mean, we're a part of a bigger organization. 

We, actually, are downsizing many of those I 

2 2  I example on our list is the Air Force Academy, which we will 

21 
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fhcilities in the face of large base activities. The good 



1 ( see being right-sized downward with Carson, I think, assuming 1 

In fact, I think you'll see that with Wilford Hall I 
I 

2 

I and Broo:ke. The process that we feel as :much better to carry 
much more of a responsibility. 

1 that out is along product lines, like obs.tetrics, like 

6 

7 

10 1 clinics. Where we stop doing services in those facilities -- I 

surgery, like emergency, and indeed, I think, including and 

especially the national capitol region where we think we 

8 

9 

l1 I like obszetrics at Walter Reed we are going to stop doing -- 

ought to close the hospitals we're closing. 

Where we turn them into clinics, we turn them into 

12 I it makes good sense in regards to the patfients, where they 
I 

I 
I 

I I 

i3 i are and w h a ~  their requirements are. ! 

- I 
by  We foun5 this process has resulted in e veq- 

- F . - - SU~SZZZ,:~L reductio~ of OUT beds, redistribution of our 

- * 
! 

io people, ;jarziculariy between military 2nd. civilian, and 
i 

17 / frankly, we feel icfs a lot more sensitive way or appropriate 
I 

18 1 way to deal with the health care facilities, particularly 
I 

l9 I given the very strong feeling on the part of our 

2 0  

21 
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beneficiaries, particularly active duty dependents, about 

that particular service. 

2 2  When the close a base, the one t.hing we hear about I 



I quickly. And I think how we do that becomes very, very 

1 important. I think we've learned a lot of BRAC I through 

I 111, and I think the way we're doing it now is the correct 

I way to do it. 
1 COMMISSIONER KLING: Last question from me on just I 
I this same subject. Could we just take an example such as the 

1 Beale, Travis and Mather where you happen to have -- within 

9 1 40 miles you have a nine-bed hospital with 30 that was up I 
10 1 here and a 195-bed hospital? Specifica1l:y what do you intend 

I to do there and when and how? 

DR. MARTIN: The nine-bed hospital, essentially, is 

13 becoming a dispensary. I mean, it's, essentially, a super 
i 
I 

14 clinic with an ability to hold people ove-night so you keep 

- - 
13 them with their family or on the base. 

16 You move to not providing lab, X ray, pharmacy, 

i 
17 ( blood bank at night. So it, essentially, becomes analogous 

I 

18 I to a dispensary. So it really isn't a hospital. We call it i 
I 
a hospital, but it really isn't. I 

22  1 missions where you want to keep particularly dependents on 

20 

21 
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And then, essentially, what you do is, for the 3 0 -  

bed hospital, you just use it for more routine kinds of 
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base near families. 

It's a lot like they're doing in large cities, 

which is, essentially, leaving a surprising amount of the 

capital investment there but dramatically changes how they 

use those facilities. 

The crucial thing is the access is reasonable, but 

at the si3me time you don't have duplicative specialty care. 

I mean, what you do not want in our systern is competitive 

departments of surgery in your 30- and 100-bed example you 

just used. That would be unacceptable. 

COMMISSIONER KLING: But sometirne, as you went 

around, you didn't see this happening yet? Is this happening 

now? 

DD. MARTIN: Oh, yes, sir. The example I used in 

the Air Force, 17 closures, 11 emergency rooms closed, 4 

obstetric departments closed. 

COMMISSIONER KLING: Has that been done 

specifically in just these three we were just talking 

about -- Mather, Beale and Travis? 

DR. MARTIN: In the nine-bed, both emergency, 

obstetriczs are gone, and I think we're moving from a JCHO 

accredited hospital to, essentially, what we call a super 
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I I mean, you need the ability to admit people 

I overnight, to have some capability to see them, because 

1 they're mission-related, and you want to try to keep them on 

I the base with the dependents. 

1 At the same time, you don't duplicate any specialty 

I services, and that's the crucial duplication. You can see 

I from the numbers I gave you, with a 9 percent decrease in the 

lo I beneficial population that our normal beds are down by 43 

percent. I mean, we've seen a pretty dra.matic reduction. I i 
i 

COMMISSIONER KLING: I'm sure one of the other I i 
! 

13 ' Commissioners will go through a chart that we have showing 
1 i 

1 4  : the beds end so forth, but 1'11 turn it 03bTer to C O I ; - ~ ; : ~ S S ~ , ? ? ~ ~  

-I& ' ...- Cornella. 
I 

COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Thank y3u,  Mr. Chai-man . 

Dr. Martin, the Commission has been receiving many letters 

from people worried about their access to health care 

services if their military hospital closes. 

Most of these letters come from retirees, many of 

whom are over age 65 and no longer eligible for CHPJPUS. 

Beyond their worries with access, many of these letters talk 
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in very heartfelt terms about promises of lifetime medical 

care that: will be broken with the closure of a hospital. 

Would you please tell us who is entitled to care in 

DoD medical facilities? 

DR. MARTIN: Well, I can tell you both statutorily 

and in the basis of the genesis of your letters. In 

regardless to ~itle X, the statute, essentially, all the care 

that is, in fact, available to retirees over the age of 65 is 

space available care; said differently, if you can get into a 

military facility. 

For those CHAMPUS-eligible dependents of active 

duty and retirees, if they cannot get space-available care, 

which is the statutory provision, they have the right to use 1 

CHAMPUS, which is, essentially, a program that we manage or. 

their behalf. 

Now, that's the statutory framework. It's also 

absolutely correct that the clear preponderance of people who 

served in the late '40s to now, when they reenlisted and in 

their enlisted documents -- we've got any number of documents 

that have been sent into is -- they have been promised a 

lifetime of free medical care. 

I mean, it was right -- and as a matter of fact, 
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the latest brochure I saw was published in 1989 by the united 

States A r m y .  So if you were a retired sergeant, you would 

vividly recollect being told among the reasons why you ought 

to join up for another four to six years is this, this, this, 

and this. 

And very high on that list, 'and as you got older, 

higher and higher on that list, was this idea of free medical 

care. So I think the dilemma that we face is there is an 

absolute fact that the Congress has had to face in regards to 

the benefits like the pharmacy benefit and other kinds of 

unique problems in BRAC areas is that there is a very good 

case that could be made that these individuals were told 

somethincg. 

In fact, it wzs not in the stzt~te. They di2 n c t  

have an inalienable right to thzt, but it didn't change their 

i 
feeling when it was taken away. What we've tried to ao is 

I 
adapt fairly aggressively to trying to crzate something in 

I 

I 

those communities where we do close hospitals, which, as I 1 
I 
I 

pointed out, are not inconsiderable in nuznber, some mechanism I 
by which care can be provided to those retirees which at 

least is reasonable but certainly not free and certainly not 

in a military treatment facility. 
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I the users of closed or realigned hospitals as well as any DoD I 

1 

2 

I or service programs that will be put in place to mitigate the 

COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Would you please describe 

what you, see as the impact of closures and realignments on 

5 1 impacts on these people? 

I DR. MARTIN: Well, our current hope is that we 

Kaiser option where they can have a primary care manager, 

where they have the same scope of benefits, where they have 

7 

8 

9 

l2 I very low cost shares, where, if they were Medicare eligiS1~ 

will, essentially, be able to create both in the areas where 
1 

we have hospitals and in areas where we used to have 

hospitals the equivalent of an HMO option, sort of l i k e  a 

1 and not CHAMPUS eligible, hopefully we're working wizn i iXS sc 

- .  that any penz~tles for Dzr: 3 2 2 2  be  - - - - ' - - -  r b c -  v+-c:.  ' 

Congress has prc-,-ided e mechznisrr. by whicl-- K G  ZEI-. 

provide mail order pharmacy zo Mediczre eliqibles in z n e l r  
I 

area. Our intention is to first -- the most important I 

categories statutorily are active duty, dependents of active I 
I 

! 
19 / duty, and by the way, some numbers of those stay. i 

In fact, some numbers of those individuals are in I 
areas where we have no hospitals. We have been working to -- 

recruiters are the classic example of that:, of course. 
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We've been working to make sure that what they have 

3 1 treatment facilities if they lived close by, and to the I I 

2 access to is no more expensive, as accessible as our military 

1 alternatives that are, while cost-effective, provide the 

4 extent that can with retiree populations at least to stand up 

1 Remembering that when you go to a military I 

6 

7 

I treatment facility it's, essentially, free, the cost 

access and quality of those kind of services with not a 

significant out-of-pocket cost. 

10 1 differen,ces, particularly when you get into ~edicare, the I 
I 

! And to go from going to, for xhe want of an 
I 

11 

14 1 example, Carswell where it was zero wher you got almitze5 rc 

15 1 all of a sudden on the average bein9 3 . 0 0 0  requires quire 2 

average out-of-pocket cost for a Medicare individual is over 

bit of work on our part to create z?cernatives t h ~ z  e r e  
1 
I 

reasonable. That's quite a sizeable change in the impact on I 

that population. There is no question about it. 

I COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Well, Commissioner c ling I i 
I and I were in Denver on Friday, and 1 can assure you we met I 
up close and personal many concerned people, Commissioner 

I Kling even more so. I 
Diversified Ilcpurtil~rj S e r ~ i c e s ,  111c. 
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At many times I wish a lot of you folks were at 

some of these base visits so we could introduce you and 

explain your part in the process. 

DR. MARTIN: Actually, this is my fourth year at 

base closures, and I would submit that possibly except for 

the Chairman I have spent a very large amount of time with 

retiree groups and other groups who were very uncomfortable 

and unhappy about what I think is the driving force behind 

BRAC, and that is the DoD infrastructure is going down. 

We are not planning to fight Russia in a land war, 

and we don't need this infrastructure anymore. So it's a 

tough process we're going through. I think the D e p a r ~ r n e ~ t  i 
I 

trying very hard to live up to the commitment WE! beliovs 

we've mad.e to those retirees as best as WE. czn. 

COMMISSIONER COREELLA: Well, I think xs zry zz 

make that explanation when we're in the ccmTcnizy, ane I f -  U 

I 
like to say I think we do a fairly good jcb of that. In 

Denver, for example -- well -- 

COMMISSIONER KLING: Go ahead. I 
COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Yeah. I'd like to ask one 

more question. In Denver, there are an amazing amount of 

tenants on that installation, that hospital, not related 
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necessarily to medical service. Did those tenants come under 

any consideration in the determination to close Fitzsimrnons? 

DR. MARTIN: Yes, sir. 

COMMISSIONER CORNELIA: Okay. That's all I have. I 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

COMMISSIONER KLING: commissioner Cox, please. 

COMMISSIONER COX: Thank you. I wonder if we could 

bring up Chart 2. Dr. c art in, this chart shows a current 

inventory at -- not that one. Thanks -- current inventory of 

military hospitals and hospital beds in the United States 

which was taken from the Joint Cross Services lineal 

programming model data set. 

In your view, does the Department need z11 of these 

hospitals 2nd beds, and how m a n y  steffse E ~ S  o?erz=in5 

military hospital beds does the Dezartmer,t need zc xeet f u c -  - - 

the peacetime requirements? 

DR. MARTIN: As the GAO very a n d ,  I think, very 

succinctly pointed out, there is considerable difference of 

opinion about what are our requirements depending on how you 

define what those requirements are. 

The current 2 MRC scenario, the bottoms-up review, 

is going to require us to have about 10,000 beds just to meet 
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that requirement. If you add onto that requirement taking 

care of the active duty, Reserve Guard and their dependents 

who are still going to be seeking care from us, that number 

is now above 15,000. 

If you then say that you are gcling to continue your 

I training programs, which are the basis fcr both the 
1 retention, recruitment and retention of particularly 

specialty physicians, 

9 1 16,000 beds. 

you get very close to the 

the way that you have a lower 

relatively simple, 

requirement 

and I think it goes to Commissioner 

l2 I Cornella's point is that if we ell of 2 sudden decided that 

we're not going to take care of any retirees or no Medicare 

14 retirees or if we go tc u z r  i;elre nc: q51?5 zc c z r e  :: 
I 

15 / the dependents of che soldiers wnc are d e ? l ? y e d ,  rhel l r o ~  

I 
16 / need ies.2 beds. 

The Department's feeling about .:hat, as reflected 

in the last couple times that we've been put in that 

position, Southwest Asia being the biggest, is that, in fact, 

the expectation is, A, we take care of casualties; B, we take 

care of families; and C, we continue to take care of as many 

of the retirees as we can relative to our hospital structure. 
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In that case, our available beds inventory, which 

like I've said, is about half of what it used to be, is sized 

to requirement. The debate gets into only do active duty or 

only do casualties, then, of course, you need less beds. 

That policy decision is not yet made, and I think 

the GAO covered that pretty well in their summary, that there 

is a lot of difference in those projections. 

For example, the 2 MRC estimate is based on us 

needing a total of 10,000 beds. The Commander-in-chiefts in 

Korea public estimate and a land-based wa:r over there is as 

high as :L00,000 casualties. 

! 
Well, as you know, we're not gcing to get 100,CCC 

I 

13 1 casualties into 10,000 beds. So there is 2 lot of divergence , 
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li I in whzt those req~1, - : 'emen: a r c .  

15 Our current estimare is :-e neec somewhere betwesr 
I 
I 

. .  . 16 ! 9- en2 i1,000 to meet the purell- r,:~rzary requirements, en2 
I 

1 7  

1 8  

1 9  

2 0  

1 I 

t h e  rest t a k e  care of famil ies  and o t n e r  ictive duty 
I 
: 
1 
I personnel., and available beds are pretty close to our current I 
I 

requirement. 

CO~ISSIONER COX: You talk abo~lt the policy on 



DR. MARTIN: I think the policy on moving certain 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

! intention of telling three or four hundred thousand veterans 

populations of people outside of our facilities has been 

under review for years. There have been proposals by the 

CDO, by certain individuals, by some commissions which come 

to mind to say, basically, just stop doing that. 

COMMISSIONER COX: Do you expect a decision along 

7 ! those lines, if it's going -- 

10 / of WW I1 and Korea that we're not going to get care in our 

8 DR. MARTIN: I don't believe Congress has any 

I 
1 7  1 those casualties which we believe we cannot get back on 

11 

12 

hospitals anymore. I just don't think that's going to 

happen. 
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I 

l3 1 COMMISSIONER C O X :  Are the Vezezans  A-fa i r s  Meaical 

14 / Cenzer beds counred zs zne ~ s r z i ~ . ~  c r  2zz:~z:ne rezuirznenzs:  

I 

15 I 2 .  A T  hTc. T h e r e  2r-r :;;c z7,-zes of 2- r  - - 
! - - 16 1 requirements char we do cocnz. Kumber ox:. is thzt Zcr e-i 

18 

19 

2 0 

2 1 

22 

active duty within 60 days, they're rapidly triaged or moved ! , I 
1 

to the Veterans Administration Hospital. 

So that is net of this number, but we also net out 

the requirement. The other requirement we take out is we 

have dependents on the Veterans Administration addition for 
I 

I 
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those beds, which are in the thousands for very specialized 

2 

1 if that's the best place to send our people, we will plan on 

kind of beds like spinal cord injuries. 

3 

4 

They have a network of extreme1:y good capabilities I 

in prosthetics, spinal cord injuries wherle our assumption is 

I hospitals enrolled in the National  isa aster ~edical System? 
6 

7 

9 1 Are they counted? I 

sending them to those places, and that's a part of our plan. 

COMMISSIONER COX: How about civilian beds in 

DR. MARTIN: When we required --- I was in the I 
11 I Public Health Service when NDMS was put together. when we 

12 1 required 100,000 beds, we depended very heavily on that 

13 ( system to proviCe Those beds. A, for~unately, we never had 1 
I 
I 

14 I to use i:-, ,-uz 5 ,  r . 3 ~  znz z x r r e z t  e>:?ecza:.i~r. 1s t h a t  -,he 

COMKISSIONER C O X :  I'm s o r r y .  So we don't need 

2o I we did in the '80s. The reason we did in the '80s, very 

18 

21 I civilly, is we needed 60,000 more beds that we had. I 

those that are -- 

We anticipated a 100,000 bed requirement if we went 

l9 1 DR. MARTIN: We don't plan on using those beds as 
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I We just were way short, and the only way to make up 

287 

to war with Russia on the European land continent, and we had 

2 

3 

I those beds in case of that kind of catastrophe was to develop 

30,000. The VA would probably free up 10- or 12,000 

additional. 

COMMISSIONER COX: Those contingencies are still in 

6 

7 

1 place? 

contingency arrangements with private hospitals, which we've 

had to discharge many of their patients. 

lo 1 DR. MARTIN: Those contingencies began to fade away I 

12 1 When you don't need 100,000 beds, you don't have that I 
! 

11 

13 / particular -- 
I 

when the probability of going to war with Russia faded away. 

li COMXISSIONER COX: But you still have contingency 

1 = i d  - --- c z ~ c , l a  :E ? ~ a c e ?  
I 

I nn u . ~ .  MAXTIN: Right now, NDMS stands up -- we're 

17 / going to particularly need NDMS for specialized kind of 
I 

18 / surgery. Modern warfare, bluntly spoke, creates sort of 

I 
19 / targeted groups of casualties, for example, ophthalmologic 

20 1 injuries, particular kind of neurosurgical. insults. 

There is no question that we're going to have to 

Ilitcrsified Reliurtir~q Services, Iiir:. 
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22 depend in a lot of different ways on those particular 
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facilities to help us out in those specialized areas, but 

just general beds we feel we've got the capacity to take care 

of our own. 

COMMISSIONER COX: Thank you. 

COMMISSIONER KLING: Thank you. General Davis, 

Commissioner Davis. 

COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Thank you, Mr. chairman. Of 

course, I have lots of concerns in this particular area. 

Being one of the three retirees up here, I can understand 

that, but there is one thing that you said that is very 

striking,, Medical care is certainly an irnplied contract. 

Would you agree with that, Dr. Martin? 

! 
13 / DR. MARTIN: Yes, sir. 

14 COPECISSIONER DAVIS: It's been an implied contract 

7 6 
A d  fsr 2 lcng time. It's getting less implied as we go along, 

? G  
A u an2 w5en yoc recr-cit these young folks to come out and be 

I 

17 1 soldiers, sailors, airmen and Marine Corps folks, you, sort 

l8 I of -- you go up to them, and if you were a commercial 

19 / corporation, you'd have a hell of a time saying, llWell, I 

I maybe can promise you a 20-year career, which at least twice 

I 
during th.at career I'm going to send you away from your 

family a year at a time, and oh, by the wey, you might even 
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2 / we're going to have a hell of a time doing any recruiting in 
I 

3 . the future. I 

1 

So what you're doing is a very important process. 

2 8 9  

get shot at, and I can't guarantee your medical benefits,' 

I I would like to take whatever time I have available and go 
I back to this two major regional conflicts and estimation of 

I basic philosophy is to wherever we have these major regional 
7 

8 

lo I conflicts is to triage the folks as close to the front line 

medical requirement in the process. 

Now, 1/11 need your help here a little bit. The 

* 
I+ 

-- number, I si~spect, depending on where you do your planning. 

11 

12 

i5 Do you have planning fac~ors that allow you to figure the 

1 , .. -- : maximum amounc of casualties you're going to have and now 
/ 

as possible, move them back to a next staging level, and when 

they stabilize we bring them back to the 'LJnited States. 

you're going to depose those as opposed - -  as you deal with 

regional areas? 

DR. M A R T I N :  I think there was a study done called 

the 7 3 3  study, which, basically, assumed --- you always have a 

series of assumptions, conservative, optinistic, the 

magnitude, the forces you're going to be deployed against and 

I 

i3 1 Tvo major regional conflicts is kind of a squishy 
I 
! 
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and bio, I mean, which are a part of it. 

So there is a requirements process developed by the 

Joint Staff which, basically, models what the expectations 

are for casualty requirement, casualty handling and 

requirement. 

1 

The 9- to 10,000 number I was talking about is one 

that was developed by the Rand Corporation under contract to 

DoD working, essentially, with the three services, Joint 

Staff and us to come up with a set of ranges for what the 

casualties might be. 

Now, there are people who disagree with that. 

290 

then other considerations that you can fa.ctor in like chem 

13 i There are those who believe that we're going to have, sort 

14 -=  "-, a bloodless technologic war where, like, Southwest Asia, 

- - 
a d  ? we don't  have large numbers of casualties. 

I 
Another group of people, occurring the CINC in 

Korea, believes that is a bit optimistic 2nd indeed would say 

we would have more casualties. I would s3y the 733 study is 

a pretty good number to work around. 

I mean, one of the reasons we use 733 is that we 

knew no matter what we did we didn't want to drop below that 

requirement. I mean, if we've got a number of 10,000 or 

Uiiursifiud Rr:porti~lrj Services, 11ic. 
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2 1 say our requirements were less than that. I 
So I think there are at least -- the policy process , 

1 We've got a hospital in Zagreb. We're providing a I 

4 

5 

I major amount of care in Guantanamo right now. None of that 

at the point we are now is pretty reasonable estimates. We 

haven't estimated other things, for example. 

lo 1 But I think the estimating of 10,000 plus or minus 

8 

9 

I 2,000 is a reasonable planning base for making our 

is factored in. So these missions other than the two MRCs 

and/or other contingencies aren't built in. 

12 1 assessme:nt, and currently I think the services pretty much 
I I 

13 1 agree that our system is able to meet the requirement. i 
14 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: But when you talk abouc rwo 

15 , MRCs or -two MRCs, I wouldn't consider Zagreb or Guantanamo iL 

that criteriz. Have you looked at some of our recent 

conflicts, regional conflicts called the Korean War and the 

Vietnam War and factored that into the process. 

DR. MARTIN: Actually, the Korean War and the 

Vietnam War were critical parts of the planning 

considerations. Also important to point out, and this is 

something that I'm sure you're aware of, of course, that many 
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2  1 requirements are disease, not-battle related. 

1 

2 9 2  

aren't, that a very substantial proportion of our 

i that actually suffered wounds in combat. I mean, it's the 

3 

4 

I risk of the theater which hospitals large numbers of people, 

I mean, a substantial proportion, some 60 percent 

to two-thirds of the people actually in beds are not ones 

7 1 and that was factored in as well. But yes, we used the I 

1 technique, or Rand did. 

8 

COMMISSIONER DAVIS: And I know General Luck very 

Vietnam War and the Korean War as a part of the estimated 

11 well, and he's not known to exaggerate. M y  concern, as a 

12 member of this Commission, is that we retain sufficient bed I I 
I 

13 capacity to handling the casualties we'll receive in the 2 
I 

14 MRC . 

i5 DR. MARTIN: That was very much a concern of our I , 
, I 

1 6  w o r k  g roup.  I 
1 I 
I 

1 7  1 
I 

COMMISSIONER DAVIS: M r .  Chairmm, I yield back the 
I 

18 rest of my time. 
1 

i 
COMMISSIONER KLING: M r .  Chairman, are you i 

20 I prepared,? 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Yes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

2 2  1 Dr. Martin, first of all, let me, kind of, summarize your 

U i i  cr s i f i cd  H r ! p u r t i i ~ ~ ~  Iicrvices, Ilic. 
918 1 6 ~ ~  STREET, N.W. SUITE 803 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20006 

(202) 296-2929 



1 

293 

testimony. I get the impression that just, basically, you're 

2 1 saying to us that you made a 45 percent reduction largely out 

3 i of the BRAC process. You're fairly satisfied with the 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Okay. And do I understand that -- I 

4 

5 

6 

7 

I my general impression of your testimony is that you doubt, in 

progress you've made so far. Would that be substantially 

correct? 

DR. MARTIN: And we think that .the way we're doing 

this is the correct way, yes, sir. 

14 DR. MARTIN: Yes, sir, except I think, as 
I 

10 

11 

12 

I 
15 /  omm missioner Kling pointed out, that chancges over time. As 

I 

the circ~umstances, that there is any particular surplus bed 

availability in our hospital system for our veterans, for the 

service people, retirees and so forth. Is that, roughly, 

13 I your testimony? 
I 

20 I CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, I would ask, though, in the 1 

16 i you change how you do care, your bed requirements continue to 

i 
17 1 go down, and I think you're going to see a continued decrease 

I 

18 

19 
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in our hospital bed requirements just like you do in the 

private sector. 

21 

22 

present peacetime situation, which is a, roughly, normalized 

situation, I would say, at least in my historical experience 
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in my lifetime in public service, would ym~u say that you 

don't have any particular surplus amount 'of beds around? Is 

that your testimony? 

DR. MARTIN: Yes, sir. I think currently our 

available beds are roughly equivalent to our requirements. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Now, let me just ask you a couple 

of questions here. I have no reason to argue with that. 

This is *a fairly sensitive topic, and there isn't anybody up 

here who wants to do away with the possibility of the need 

for beds for our service people. 

Do we have that particular chart that I'm looking 

at right here? No, no, no. That isn't the one I want to 

see. This is the one I wanted to see. I just wanted to, 

kind of, ask about that a little. 

I just want to get a, kind of, reading from yoc, 

Dr. Martin. I've been doodling on that. Will it be all 

right? No, no. I wanted to see that -- you can't do that 

one? 

I 

Well, I'm looking at a list here. I can't really i 
compare it too well with that one. They're telling me it's 

the same list. But anyway, here it says, "Noble Army 

community Hospital, Fort McClellan Alabama realigned to I 
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clinic, concur." That was done? Is that on there? 

DR. MARTIN: Yes, sir. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Okay. Then it says, "Lyster Army 

Community Hospital, Fort Rucker Alabama, realigned to clinic, 

none concur." Are you all getting those lists there? Is 

that what you're getting there now? 

See that? There is 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 ,  6 ,  7,  8, 9 ,  10, 

11, 1 2  , 13, 1 4 ,  1 5  -- there is 16 differe:nt ones on there. 

Do you see that, Dr. Martin? 

DR. MARTIN: Yes, sir. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: And it shows certain concurrences, 

and then will say from time to time, "none concur." I see 

that once, twice, three times, four times -- at least seven 

times you can arguably say nine. 

So 1/11 just ask you for the PC:-poses of staff, are 

i 
you satisfied with the places where these things show a none ; 

I 
concurrence with the original recommendations? I 

DR. MARTIN: Yes, sir. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: You don't have any quarrel with 

that? 

DR. MARTIN: No, sir. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Okay. Now, I just want to ask you 
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one last thing because it confused me a little, and I won't 

pursue the matter further. 

A little thing you said kind of confused me a 

little. I'd, sort of, like to revisit it, Dr. Martin. My 

colleague, Commissioner  ling, in his capacity as chairman, 

asked you about the use of priority facilities and so forth, 

and I thought you said that had some appeal to me before we 

spent 400 million or whatever the number was doing the state- 

of-the-art hospital we have at Brooks. Did you say that? 

DR. MARTIN: Yes, sir. We had two 50-year-old plus 

hospitals. And so when Brooks was built, if we had the 
I 

wisdom of retrospection, I think one of the -- i n  fact, less I 

put it more to the poinc. 

. . 7 .  If 2 service nox proposed z n o t h ~ r  3 o s p : t ~ ~  il!re 

- .  .? A - m c  Brook eo replace en aging p l a n t ,  we i i ~ u l c  r l r s r  1001: 1.- ,-,- 

community LO find out whether ~here was s race  zhzz we c ~ c l c  
I 

I 

rent or utilize. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Sure. 

I DR. MARTIN: And, in fact, we've already done that I 

in a couple of circumstances, worked together with the VA so 

we're not. building "duplicating" level 3 beds. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: But the only part I wondered about 
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was now t h a t  you b u i l t  Brooks, which you d e s c r i b e  a s  s t a t e -  

o f - the -a r t  . 
DR. MARTIN: Right .  

CHAIRMAN D I X O N :  And you s a i d  t h a t  had you no t  done 

t h a t  you might have had adequate  f a c i l i t i e s  a v a i l a b l e  i n  t h e  

p r i v a t e  i n s t i t u t i o n s  around town. I ' m  wondering why it 

wouldn't  fo l low,  t h e n ,  i f  t h a t ' s  t h e  c a s e t  t h a t  you could 

c l o s e  Wilford H a l l  now. I don ' t  q u i t e  fo l low t h a t  l o g i c .  

You had s u f f i c i e n t  e x t r a  p r i v a t e  u n i t s  around. You 

b u i l t  Brooks, and s o  now you have an a d d i t i o n a l  367 beds 

s t a t e -o f - - the -a r t ,  bu t  I s t i l l  need Wilford Ha l l .  I d o n ' t  

q u i t e  understand t h a t .  

DR. MARTIN: F i r s t ,  Wilford Hall. has  been, in p a r r ,  

renova ted .  I mean, f o r  exemple, iz's g o t  l a x i n a r  f l s ~  

technolociy f o r  au to logous  bone marrow t r a n s p l a n t s  t h e r  i s  

second t o  none i n  San Antonio. So t h a t  t h e r e  is wi th in  t h e  

Wilford Ha l l  f a c i l i t y  ve ry  s i g n i f i c a n t  and modern c a p a b i l i t y .  

C H A I m  D I X O N :  And you ' re  sugges t ing  t h a t ' s  no t  

t r a n s f e r a . b l e  t o  t h e  o t h e r  u n i t s ?  

DR. MARTIN: Well ,  i t ' s  a c t u a l l y  cheaper f o r  u s  t o  

r e t a i n  th.e f a c i l i t y  we've g o t .  I t h i n k  t h e r e  i s  a d i f f e r e n t  

q u e s t i o n .  Are w e  going t o  spend $ 4 0 0  m i l l i o n  t o  bu i ld  a new 
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facility? Well, there is a good one, Fitz. 

I mean, we were ominously close to spending almost 

$400 million building a new Fitzsimmons. Congress had a very 

keen interest in that, if I recollect. Even if we needed a 

hospital there, which we didn't, our preference would have 

been very much to rent facilities. 

But really, there is no logic in renting a facility 

if you already own one. So I think the point is do you build 

new beds, as opposed to close old beds which are already on a 

base, and it's on Lackland. So it makes sense to keep the 

facility we've got. 
I 
I 

Now, if the Air Force came in --- -- lot's just take i 
I 

your question exactly right. If che >.ir 1 ' ~ r c e  came in now 

> - - and said the Wilford Hz11 faciliz~~ LC 122:,zr za: nest -:rr 

safety codes, we need to build z 300-bed :?cilizy, our 

position would be I think we need to look ax alternatives 
I 

either with the Veterans Administration or downtown, because 

we do not: believe we need 300 more built bids in San Antonio. 

But I think there is two different questions. That 

is different than saying should we close t.he 300-plus beds 

we've got now in the right place that the taxpayers have 

already paid for. 
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COMMISSIONER KLING: Let me just jump in there with 

just one point. 

DR. MARTIN: Yes, sir. 

COMMISSIONER KLING: I still caillt understand. Are 

you saying that just because we have it up and we paid for it 

we should continue it, or is it really necessary in the 

facilities that Wilford Hall cannot be replaced at Brooks, or 

you take the bone marrow -- is that not available in San 

Antonio at any other private hospital, could have a 

specialized area? 

DR. MARTIN: I understand, Mr. Chairman. The 

crucial thing is that once we decided how many beds we 

needed, which was more than we would just have at Brooks, 

then, esser,tlzlly, the question 5: x k - ~ t  i:; l t s e l f  nos: 

1 effective? ~ 2 1 7  of ~etting those beCs, 

1 

If you currently have a f a c i l i r J r  cher cen prsv lde  
i 

that capability and has been modernized as Wilford Hall has l 

and as on Lackland, as it is, that makes about business 

sense. 

If, on the other hand, let's say that in order to 

have those 300 beds on Lackland you'd have to build a new 

hospital, I think that's a new question altogether. 
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1 

I We felt the answer was to get rid of the 

300  

The question that we were asked is, first of all, 

2 

3 

4 

5 

7 1 duplication and change the roles of the two hospitals very 

the model says look at this as an alternative. We looked at 

it very carefully with the Air Force, and the big reason it 

came up, as you've pointed out in your questions, is there 

was a great deal of duplication. 

I much like a lot of communities do. 
9 

10 

11 

COMNISSIONE?. MONTOYX: T just h r i - v - ~  SXE q-aes~isz .  

A lot of communities have three or four hospitals. 

What they do is realign what the hospitals do. That's what 

we did in response to the concern about dupiication. 
I 

12 

13 

I 
15 1 Please eciucate me on your use of the war, "clizic" ir, zhe 

I 

COMMISSIONER KLING: Thank you. Ccx~nissioner ! 

Montoya. 

I 

And the second piece of that is how do the services 

16 

17 

18 

19 

2 0  

context nn which you've been talking aboux, cownsizing non- 1 

BRAC process, how the word Ifclinic" and "hospitalf1 relate to 
I 
I 
I 

each other vis-a-vis "beds; i.e., if you go from a hospital i 
i 

to a clinic, do the beds disappear by the nature of service 

you provide? 
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2 2  use that definition? Is there consistency as they apply 
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those two words? So that later on, if we're doing further 

analysis, 1/11 have in my mind those relative terms and what 

they mean. 

DR. MARTIN: Let me answer your second question 

first. In fact, the services, particularly around important 

facilities, sometimes use terminology tha4= is not correct. 

For example, Womack Army Medical Center -- Army 

Medical Ilospital is clearly, to us, a hospital. It is at 

Fort Bragg. It is also the home of the 18 Airborne Corps, 

and therefore it is the Womack Army Medical Center. 

There are examples. However, it doesn't have any 

! 
graduate training or the like. So not unlike communities 

I 

across the councry, sometines you wazz zo szl- "hcspital" or 
I 

meaning. 

1 The definitions zha t  we use are zt leasr consistenr 

relative to how we engage with this Commission. To us, 

I medical centers are ones with subspecialty graduate medical 1 
I 
! 

education consistent with institutions of higher learning, I 
universities. 

In other words, they have residences in surgery or 

orthopedics or neurosurgery. They would be comparable to a I 
Di\crsif ied R c ~ ~ u r t i ~ ~ l j  Scrl ices ,  IIII;. 
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Georgetown or a University of Texas San A.ntoni.0. Those are 

medical centers -- major teaching institutions, major 

subspecialty capabilities. 

Hospitals, not unlike in the private sector, range 

between a very large number of beds, 400 2r 500 beds or, in 

wartime even as high as 1,000 beds down t3 some very small 

facilities. 

Generally, the private sector doesn't like to call 

facilities with less than 25 or 20 beds a hospital, but in a 

lot of little communities not unlike some places where we've 

got Air Force bases, you've got 8-, lo-, 12-bed vlhospitals.n 

The usually thing for us is that hospitals have to 

offer a range of services and accreditation by che Joint 

-. . - Comrnissior,. They have to have lab, I. re:-. ' r , z r rnzc~- ,  t=.:aoe 

. ... . bank, riainkair. a 2 4 -hour czpac:i:zy. 2: ~:~es~5esio?osist on 

call, you know, t h e  capability to a 3 r . i ~  2:; acutely or 

critical.1~ ill patient and handle thzz pa-cient within the 

facility overnight. 

Many of our smaller hospitals aze holding -- 

essentially holding hospitals where, essentially, you've got 

less than that particular set of requirements of the hospital 

and if, in fact, somebody is very sick, you immediately 
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transfer them to another facility with that capability. 

More and more we have found that particularly in I 
had isolated areas it is a good idea no longer to maintain 

the emergency rooms, the overnight blood bank those 

activities. 

And so what werve, essentially, graduated into are, 

essentially, large clinics which meet the basic requirements 

with holding capabilities for patients who could be admitted 

overnight:. 

A great example of that would be where you've got 

people in training, young people, and you can't really send 

them back: to the barrack, but yzu dcnlt went to admit t hen  
I 
1 
! 

downtown, so you puc them in z hoiainq facility. I 
I 

d e f i n l x i o n  ta your stezf w r , ? r e  ac~cally yc1~'v-e gox an 

extremely large clinic xhers,  yo^ do su5sp~.cialily' amjulatory 

surgery a.nd the like. 

So I think what you are seeing is a continuum of 1 
those kind of capabilities that goes back to what do you 

I 
i 

really need to do that is smart make or buy in those 

facilities, and it's very much like is going on in the 

private sector. 
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1 I mean, a lot of towns 2 0  miles apart used to build 

2 two hospitals. Neither can afford them a:nymore. so they 

3 

4 

8 1 after that. So, essentially, you have big, true training I 

figured out ways to at least maintain certain kind of 

capabilities, and most of the big hospital chains now are 

5 

6 

7 

I programs down to what could be a 4 to 6 bed holding facility, 

doing away with all the duplication but trying to keep the 

geographic access by keeping the facility where they can. 

And I think we're, basically, modeling our efforts 

lo I but very frankly, if you had a very sick patient, you'd 
I transport them quickly to a much larger facility. 

1 2  1 COMMISSIONER MONTOYP: The c h a t  we were looking at 1 , 
I 

13 says. 'iiospi:ais. 11.103 beds h e  c n c  -- are 

. . - .  . I 14 1 there bees :here zna: z r e  ;~:z:zst Z5i= rezlly is hospitals? 

1 
15 ; 2 .  : Yes. s i z .  3nd~- -- r r , ~  -:.- evailable bed -- 1 

t 

- i6 the critical number k h ~ r e  is - L -  , 6 .  In the available 

I 
I beds, are there probably several hundred but not a 

DR. MARTIN: If you look at Wilford Hall has got 

1 8  

1 9  

2 0  

significant number who are in the 6- or 8- or ten-bed, but 

there are not a large number. 

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Okay. 
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22 1 , 0 0 0  of them. I mean, that did where our real beds are. 



COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: And the services pretty much 

2 !  

conform to your definition that I just heard? 

1 DR. MARTIN: Yes, sir, at least in our process 

* 1 relative to this Commission. Now, someti~nes the title 

5 

6 

outside reflects a local pride in that facility that may be 

different. 

7 

8 

9 

COMNISSIO?;ER RGBLES: To quate 2. f anous American, 

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: I'm talking about services 

that delivered fundamental -- 

DR. MARTIN: Oh, absolutely. Yes, sir. 

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Okay. Thank you. That's 

13 Yogl Eerra, chis 1s deja vu a11 over agaLn. In three 

11 

15 - - n - - 7 yl?ez - 
A - . ,, 712s Z--S 3h3: 2:reczclr znC wes the 

all. 

1 5  buQgez 5:rexcr, z>is w ~ z  22% 3: zns ?.ccz emotional lssues 
1 
I 

17 1 that I ever tackled anc! qot bloodied nany times literzlly. 

So I won't plow this ground 211 over again, but I 

19 I have one question. At th+t time what was real driving us, 

2 0  1 the requirement has always been whatever requirements -- 
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whatever assumptions you want to take, and. that will always 

be because you want a safe side where you don't error on 



3 0 6  

saving lives or treating patients. 

But the issue is cost. At a time when inflation 

was running 3, 4, 5 percent in general inflation, medical 

inflation was double digit. And then along came a threat of 

a national health care bill. 

And in the private sector I can vouch that our own 

experience in the company that I watch closely, its health 

care costs have come way down. So my question is the 

following: 

And oh, by the way, we've been trying to manage 

health care in DoD for a long time. So the question is, and 

this is your professional judgment, one, now that we're 

seemingly going zo get medlcal costs, inflation more under 

contrzl znZ zhe xklngs l i l r e  telemedicine znd other things 

. - 
13 offer some real opportunities: do you rezlly believe we're 

goinq to able to, one, have e managed health care system in 

the Department of Defense that addresses the pseudo 

18 / entitlement issue that has been around forever, and two, are 

you making real progress in getting an efficient medical 

model in the Department of Defense? 

DR. MARTIN: Yes, sir. Beginning with the efforts 

in the late '80s, which you remember, CRI, CAMS, plus 
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D r .  Mendezl e f f o r t s  i n  t h e  e a r l y  ' 9 0 s  where he p u t  t oge the r  

t h e  Coordinated Care p l a n ,  I t h i n k  t h e  Department has a  very 

c l e a r  p l an  -- Congress has  now b le s sed  it -- t h a t  I t h ink  

t a k e s  a  g r e a t  d e a l  of t h e  l e s sons  from thls p r i v a t e  s e c t o r ,  

imp1ernen.t~ them w i t h  ou r  system and very  :heavily i s  depending 

more and more. 

I mean, w e  have prime vendor, d.ropping shipping.  

We a r e  n o t  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  doing t h i n g s  t h e  p r i v a t e  s e c t o r  can 

do b e t t e r .  We p r o c e s s  no c la ims.  We a r e  g e t t i n g  out  of t h e  

depot  bus iness  r e l a t i v e  t o  DLA and t h e s e  b ig  warehouses f u l l  

of medical  gear .  We j u s t  g e t  them d i r e c t l y  from t h e  vendors. 

So a  l o t  of t h o s e  smart  t h i n g s  we a r e  doing. I 

chink t h e  biq change was t h e  formation of t h e  Defense Health 

- - 
P r y r z z . .  Sne z _ -  z2z Donel- i:es 2ur  F r  onz p l a c e ,  another 

fzxcus rmerizen r ~ c z e s  - :he - 2 l d e ~  r-212. Y ~ z  know, t h e  people 

C ,haz have t h e  go16 sonecimes make =he rules. 

And I thin]: t h a t ' s  had a  very  pos i t i ve  e f f e c t  on 

p u l l i n g  t h i n g s  t o g e t h e r .  There has  a l s o  been, s o r t  o f ,  a  

s u r v i v a l  men ta l i t y  r e l a t i v e  t o  making t h e  MHHS work. 

I t 's  been under s i e g e ,  a s  you w e l l  a r e  aware. I 

t h i n k  t h e  b e s t  way t o  measure it is wi th  a  reasonable  

comparison with  t h e  p r i v a t e  s e c t o r .  I n  t h e  7 3 3  s tudy ,  o t h e r  
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than the demand phenomena, where if you had very low prices, 

large numbers of people not getting care from us may swamp 

us, our czurrent costs compared to the private sector is 

somewhere between 12 and 14 percent less than what we buy the 

same good for downtown. And that has to do with salaries and 

other kinds of efficiencies, malpractice insurance. 

More importantly, if you look at the FITA, our 

budget for the next six years, if we had the inflation factor 

which is accepted now in the private sector, health care in 

DoD woultl cost 17 billion more dollars than our current plan. 

We're running about 1 and a half to 2 percent less 

12 / than the grivate sector annually in inf lasion. Now, if you 

13 ' remember the late ' 8 0 s ,  we were zwice in CHAMPUS. So, 

? I . - . .  - L. s ye ve?z frcir, 12s zn2 15s end 1,s percent per year 

- 5 - - increase 1- CFJEPUS ts now less zhan 2 3 y~ercent increase per 

I 

7 i; - - year, w c L z 2  conpzres f a v o r a ~ l y -  zo the national 5. 
I 
I 

17 1 The other thing is as things in the private sector 
I 

change that also improves our costs because, essentially, 

19 1 we're able to purchase things better. 

I think we've got a very good plan. It's working. 

I think the three services are working to make it work, and I 

think we've got a rural quality HMO that is able to go to 
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war, and that's what our job is. 

COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Well, I thank you. And I 

thought IItd never say this, but the fact of the matter is in 

my last job on active duty, my hospital, Irwin Army Community 

Hospital, was using your approach running a catchment area 

and letting the -- determine, the hospital commander, what is 

the best approach to use was, in fact, working beautifully, 

and it is a model. 

So I commend you, and I think thatts a great step 

forward. I really never thought I'd say that, but 

congratulations. 

DR. MARTIN: I thought I'd never hear it. Thank 

you. 

COMMISSIONER KLING: Commissioner Steele. 

COMEn,ISSIONER STEELE: I'd love to quote another 

American -- we're on a roll here -- but I think 1'11 pass on 

that. It's probably a rare moment in BRAC history, but due 

to our chairman's leadership in the health care issue, I 

think I'm actually going to yield all of my time to the 

2 o  I Chairman and refrain from questions. So,just take note. 

I've done it once. Itfs all yours. 

COMMISSIONER KLING: Well, we did this at the right 

Diversified Rr!portinr~ Ser~ ices ,  I I I C .  
918 1 6 ~ ~  STREET, N.W. SUITE 803 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20006 

(202) 296-2929 



1 time with two minutes to go. So if I may just one question. 

I We noticed at Fitzsimmons this was brought up that when 
I medical care is not available directly from a military 
I hospital in a location and a person is over 65 and now would 
I have to go and enroll in Medicare B, I think Part B -- 

DR. MARTIN: Yes, sir. 

COMMISSIONER KLING: -- that every year'that goes 

I by that they have not enrolled they will pay a penalty of 10 
9 / percent, whatls the intention to do -- is there any intention 

to pay for those penalties? 

DR. MARTIN: We've actually got a legislative 

12 / proposal that we have been working with Health and Human 
I 
I 

13 ! Services to attempt to either waive or forgive in all of our 
I 

14 BILziC arees individuals who & r e  in that circumstance. 

' C  - - The argument is that indeed they anticipated they 
I 

16 , woul5 not need Part B, and so they made now -- and all of a 
I 

17 1 sudden we took away the hospital. We've estimated that the 

cost to either HHS, if they waive it, or to us, if we paid 

it, we're talking $10- or $12- $14 million over a three-year 

period of time. 

So it's not a large amount of money relative to the 

very substantial savings derived in those places where we do 
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BRAC closures. Our position is that we need to find a way to 

make sure that all of our future retirees get Part B, that 

where they have made judgments that, in retrospect were in 

error, we should find a way either ourselves or through 

congressional action to get it waived. 

COMMISSIONER KLING: So you are addressing that? 

DR. MARTIN: Yes, sir. 

COMMISSIONER KLING: Thank you. Well, let me just 

ask the last one. Will you be able, on short notice, to 

gather appropriate data from the services if we need same? 

DR. MARTIN: I think my answer would be comparable 

to Mr. Finch's. We will give you every effort to everything 

we can. I think we've got a large amount of the information 

that ye need to be responsive to the Comrr~ission. 

COMMISSIONER KLING: Very good. Well, I certainly 

thank you, and you've certain done an excellent job of aiding 

your assistants there at your table to answer every question 

by yourself. So we're proud of you. 

DR. MARTIN: Thank you, sir. 

COMMISSIONER KLING: And we thank you, by the way, 

very much, and with that the Medical Service Group is now 

complete. 
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